UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 


for the 


District of Kansas 


Division 
STEVEN KNOCHE Case No. 
MATTHEW ESCALANTE ) 
) 
Plaintiffs- Fathers 
) Jury Trial: (checkoney O Yes O No 
) 
) 
-V- ) 
) 
CHARLES JAMES DROEGE ) 
Chief Judge of the Johnson County District Court ) 
Defendant ) 
) 
) 


COMPLAINT FOR VIOLATION OF CIVIL RIGHTS 
AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF FROM JUDICIAL CRIMES 


NOTICE 


Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 5.2 addresses the privacy and security concerns resulting from public access to 
electronic court files. Under this rule, papers filed with the court should not contain: an individual’s full social 
security number or full birth date; the full name of a person known to be a minor; or a complete financial account 
number. A filing may include only: the last four digits of a social security number; the year of an individual’s 
birth; a minor’s initials; and the last four digits of a financial account number. 


Except as noted in this form, plaintiff need not send exhibits, affidavits, grievance or witness statements, or any 
other materials to the Clerk’s Office with this complaint. 


In order for your complaint to be filed, it must be accompanied by the filing fee or an application to proceed in 
forma pauperis. 
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I. The Parties to This Complaint 


A. 


B. 


The Plaintiff(s) 


Name 
Address 


County 
Telephone Number 
E-Mail Address 


Name 


Address 
County 
Telephone 


The Defendant(s) 
Defendant No. 1 


Name 
Job or Title (if known) 
Address 


County 
Telephone Number 
E-Mail Address (if known) 


Defendant No. 2 


Name 
Job or Title (if known) 
Address 


County 
Telephone Number 
E-Mail Address (if known) 


STEVEN KNOCHE 


Provide the information below for each plaintiff named in the complaint. Attach additional pages if 
needed. 


MATTHEW ESCALANTE 


CHARLES JAMES DROEGE 
in his official capacity as Chief Judge of 10th District Court of Johnson 
150 W Santa Fe Street 
Olathe KS 66061 
City State Zip Code 
JOHNSON 


O Individual capacity 


O Official capacity 


City 


State Zip Code 


O Individual capacity 


O Official capacity 
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Defendant No. 3 
Name 
Job or Title (if known) 
Address 


City State Zip Code 


County 
Telephone Number 
E-Mail Address (if known) 


O Individual capacity © Official capacity 


Defendant No. 4 
Name 
Job or Title (if known) 
Address 


City State Zip Code 


County 
Telephone Number 
E-Mail Address (if known) 


O Individual capacity © Official capacity 


II. Basis for Jurisdiction 


Under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, you may sue state or local officials for the “deprivation of any rights, privileges, or 
immunities secured by the Constitution and [federal laws].” Under Bivens v. Six Unknown Named Agents of 
Federal Bureau of Narcotics, 403 U.S. 388 (1971), you may sue federal officials for the violation of certain 
constitutional rights. 


A. Are you bringing suit against (check all that apply): 


O Federal officials (a Bivens claim) 


© State or local officials (a § 1983 claim) 


B. Section 1983 allows claims alleging the “deprivation of any rights, privileges, or immunities secured by 
the Constitution and [federal laws].” 42 U.S.C. § 1983. If you are suing under section 1983, what 
federal constitutional or statutory right(s) do you claim is/are being violated by state or local officials? 
Constitutional Amendment 14.S1.5.8.1 PARENT AND CHILDREN RIGHT DUE PROCESS - KNOCHE 
6th Amendment Rights of Fair Trials and Hearings 
Constitutional 6th Amendment - Rights of Defendant to a Fair Trial and Hearings - ESCALANTE 
Directly affecting 14th Amendment Liberty and Due Process 1481.5.2 
Both Constitutional Infringements above, overcome judicial immunity of a sitting chief judge as he 
is recorded in case record evidence of being in ‘clear absence of ALL jurisdiction pertaining to both plaintiffs 


C. Plaintiffs suing under Bivens may only recover for the violation of certain constitutional rights. If you 
are suing under Bivens, what constitutional right(s) do you claim is/are being violated by federal 
officials? 
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D. Section 1983 allows defendants to be found liable only when they have acted “under color of any 
statute, ordinance, regulation, custom, or usage, of any State or Territory or the District of Columbia.” 
42 U.S.C. § 1983. If you are suing under section 1983, explain how each defendant acted under color 
of state or local law. If you are suing under Bivens, explain how each defendant acted under color of 


federal law. Attach additional pages if needed. 


Pertaining to Father Knoche's Case - Clear Absence of all Jurisdiction of Chief Judge Charles Droege in the 

Exhibit A. Exhibit A purports to be an Administrative Order of the Johnson County Courthouse, and contains 

no file stamp, has no jurisdiction and not even showing in Knoche case that document is titled as 22CV00890. That 

that Exhibit A white piece of paper can't even be enforced, as it has no Document # whatsoever to root of enforcement 

That Exhibit A, is a simulation of Legal Process KSA 21-5907, thats a criminal statute violation by a sitting chief. (KSA 21-5907 
SIMULATING LEGAL PROCESS) is a criminal statute violation.... 


Petaining to Father Escalante‘s case = Clear absence of alt Jurisdiction of Chief Judge Charles i ibi 

its a 41 pages stamped of the Criminal Court of Johnson Co, that shows the sitting judge knowingly, with intent broke 

Judicial Rule 2.11 Disqualification as Chief Droege made a terrible choice to target Mr Escalante and he removed a criminal 

judge on April 10, 2024, broke local rule #2 of JoCo Rule 7, and went and starting presiding over a case that Droege knows 

is a violation of Kansas Supreme Court Judicial Canon 2.11, to deprive a 6th Amendment Right and tamper with the criminal 
dockets of Johnson County KS 10th district court to prejudice. And that is what Droege is doing because he is seen in 23-CV06700 
doing the same thing in the civil court with Escalante vs Buramster - Mandamus Case (KSA 21-5905 INTERFERENCE WITH 
JUDICIAL PROCESS) is a criminal statute violation. | PLAINTIFFS ARE ENTITLED TO INJUNCTIVE RELIEF FROM 


III. Statement of Claim THOSE TWO JUDICIAL CRIMES, IMMUNITY DOCTRINE DOES 


#1 CLAIM 


#2 CLAIM 


NOT COVER CRIMES IN OFFICIAL CAPACITY 


A. Where did the events giving rise to your claim(s) occur? 


KNOCHE - WAS A VICTIM OF THE_ KSA 21-5907 CRIMINAL STATUTE VIOLATION BY THE 
SAA CHER JUDGE THAT WAS DESCRIBED ABOVE, ON OR AROUND APRIL , 2023 WE 
BECAUSE THE DOCUMENT ISN'T FILED... ok. 


B. What date and approximate time did the events giving rise to your claim(s) occur? 


KNOCHE - UNKNOWN DUE TO NATURE OF THE CRIME WITHOUT A STAMP WE CAN ONLY 
ASSUME SAME DAY IT WAS GIVEN TO MR KNOCHE BY THE ADMIN ASSISTANT 
ESCALANTE - DOCKET STAMP OF THE INTERFERENCE IS APRIL 10, 2024 


C. What are the facts underlying your claim(s)? (For example: What happened to you? Who did what? 
Was anyone else involved? Who else saw what happened?) 

Pertaining to Father Knoche's Case - Clear Absence of all Jurisdiction of Chief Judge Charles Droege in the 
Exhibit A. Exhibit A purports to be an Administrative Order of the Johnson County Courthouse, and contains 
no file stamp, has no jurisdiction and not even showing in Knoche case that document is titled as 22CV00890. That 
that Exhibit A white piece of paper can't even be enforced, as it has no Document # whatsoever to root of enforcement 
That Exhibit A, is a simulation of Legal Process KSA 21-5907, thats a criminal statute violation by a sitting chief. (KSA 21-5907 
SIMULATING LEGAL PROCESS) is a criminal statute violation.... 


Petaining to Father Escalante's case - Clear absence of all Jurisdiction of Chief Judge Charles Droege in the Exhibit B, 

its a 41 pages stamped of the Criminal Court of Johnson Co, that shows the sitting judge knowingly, with intent broke 

Judicial Rule 2.11 Disqualification as Chief Droege made a terrible choice to target Mr Escalante and he removed a criminal 

judge on April 10, 2024, broke local rule #2 of JoCo Rule 7, and went and starting presiding over a case that Droege knows 

is a violation of Kansas Supreme Court Judicial Canon 2.11, to deprive a 6th Amendment Right and tamper with the criminal 
dockets of Johnson County KS 10th district court to prejudice. And that is what Droege is doing because he is seen in 23-CV0670( 
doing the same Cee in the civil court with alae vs Puran Mandami: Case (Ks)? 21-5 A INTERFERENCE An 


THOSE TWO JUDICIAL CRIMES, IMMUNITY DOCTRINE DOES 
NOT COVER CRIMES IN OFFICIAL CAPACITY 


The Honorable Magistrate Teresa James, has given Order in this high court and stated the only clear absence of Page 4 of 6 
all jurisdiction allows for the Plaintiffs to bring a civil action onto the Defendant sitting Chief Judge, Plaintiffs provided 
the grounds and facts that it is nowhere in CHARLES DROEGES JOB TITLE AND CAPACITY TO WHAT HE DID ABOVE 
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IV. 


Injuries 


If you sustained injuries related to the events alleged above, describe your injuries and state what medical 
treatment, if any, you required and did or did not receive. 


MR KNOCHE, having lost SUFFICIENT DUE PROCESS OF 14.S1.5.8.1 HAS EXPERIENCED THE CONTINUED 
LOSS AND ALIENATED OF HIS OWN CHILDREN, HE HAS SUFFERED FINANCIAL PERIL FROM HAVING TO 
PAY DOCKET FEES ON OBVIOUS ILLEGITIMATE COURTHOUSE COUNTER ADVANCES. GOOD GOD AN 
ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER ISN'T EVEN REAL IN HIS CIVIL CUSTODY CASE. THAT IS HARMING FATHER 
AND HIS CHILDREN. 


MR ESCALANTE IS BEING SUBJECT TO FRAUD BEING BROUGHT BY THE JOHNSON COUNTY DISTRICT 
COURT. THE CRIMINAL CASE THAT CHARLES DROEGE IS NOW CRIMINALLY INTERFERING INTO HAS 

NO JURISDICTION. THE ALLEGED ORDER PURPORTEDLY VIOLATED IS PURSUANT KSA 60-254b, COURT 

OF APPEALS HAS HELD IN STATE VS HENDRICKS 26 at 82 KAN APP CT) CHARLES DROEGE MOVING ON TOP 
OF THAT CASE BROKE JUDICIAL LAW WHEN HE DID, WHICH CONSTITUTES TAMPERING OF MR 
ESCALANTE'S 6TH AMENDMENT RIGHT TO RECEIVE A FAIR TRIAL IN THAT CASE. MOTIONS TO DISMISS, 
MOTIONS FOR TRANSFER VENUE ARE ROOTED IN STATUTE. AND THE BEHAVIOR THAT JUDGE DROEGE 

IS EXHIBITING OF TAMPERING IS VISIBLE IN THE CIVIL COURT CASE OF 23-CV06700. DROEGE STOPPED 

A DEFENDANT BURMASTER DISCOVERY, AGAIN IN THAT CASE OF 23-CV06700 ESCALANTE VS BURMASTER 
SHOWS DROEGE ACTING AGAINST JUDICIAL LAW TO TAMPER WITH A CIVIL CASE OUTCOME. 


Relief 


State briefly what you want the court to do for you. Make no legal arguments. Do not cite any cases or statutes. 
If requesting money damages, include the amounts of any actual damages and/or punitive damages claimed for 
the acts alleged. Explain the basis for these claims. 


THE PLAINTIFF'S ARE ENTITLED AND DEMAND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF FROM THE 


DEPRIVATIONS OF THEIR CONSTITUTIONAL IMMUNITIES OF THE 6TH AND 14TH 
AMENDMENT INFRINGEMENTS THAT ARE DESCRIBED OCCURING AND ONGOING. 


AND WHERE JUDICIAL IMMUNITY STOPS IS WHERE CHARLES DROEGE IS SEEN 
ISSUING ADMINSTRATIVE THAT ARE IN CLEAR ABSENCE OF ALL JURISDICTION 

OF NOT EVEN BEING FILED> A WHITE PIECE PAPER THAT SAYS "ADMINISTRATIVE 
ORDER" IS WITHOUT ANY JURISDICTION, CLEAR ABSENCE. 

AND FURTHER LOSS OF JUDICIAL IMMUNITY IS ALSO SEEN WITH CHARLES DROEGE 
TAMPERING WITH THE CIVIL AND CRIMINAL DOCKETS OF ESCALANTE TO STOP 


PROCEEDINGS, NOT HEAR COURT MOTIONS, AND DENY FAIR TRIAL TO A 
WHISTLEBLOWER OFF A VOID VIOLATION INITIATED BY HIS SUBORDINATE 


NEGLIGENCE AND THATS IS NOT SOMETHING CAN DO IN HIS JOB TITLE. 
THOSE ARE CRIMES OCCURRING AND PLAINTIFFS DEMAND RELIEF OPPORTUNITY 


INJUNCTIVE RELIEF ASKED TO BE GRANTED: 


1) PERMANENT RESTRAINING ORDER/NO CONTACT ORDERS AWARDED 
TO THE PLAINTIFFS AGAINST CHARLES DROEGE. PLAINTIFF'S HAVE BEEN VICTIMIZED BY 
THE DEFENDANTS ACTION 


2) OVERSIGHT INVESTIGATION INTO THE TENTH DISTRICT ETHICS AND ACCOUNTABILITY TO 
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ENSURE PUBLIC SAFETY oo 
3) TRANSFERS OF ALL OF PLAINTIFFS CIVIL AND CRIMINAL PROCEEDINGS 
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VI. Certification and Closing 


Under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 11, by signing below, I certify to the best of my knowledge, information, 
and belief that this complaint: (1) is not being presented for an improper purpose, such as to harass, cause 
unnecessary delay, or needlessly increase the cost of litigation; (2) is supported by existing law or by a 
nonfrivolous argument for extending, modifying, or reversing existing law; (3) the factual contentions have 
evidentiary support or, if specifically so identified, will likely have evidentiary support after a reasonable 
opportunity for further investigation or discovery; and (4) the complaint otherwise complies with the 
requirements of Rule 11. 


A. For Parties Without an Attorney 


I agree to provide the Clerk’s Office with any changes to my address where case—related papers may be 
served. I understand that my failure to keep a current address on file with the Clerk’s Office may result 
in the dismissal of my case. 


PLAINTIFF KNOCHE PLAINTIFF ESCALANTE 
Date of signing: 4/16/24 4/16/24 
Signature of Plaintiff Gy Mk. 
. . . x | 
Printed Name of Plaintiff Steven Knoche Matthew A Escalante 


B. For Attorneys 


Date of signing: 


Signature of Attorney 


Printed Name of Attorney 


Bar Number 


Name of Law Firm 


Address 


City State Zip Code 
Telephone Number 
E-mail Address 
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EXHIBIT A 


Given to Plaintiff IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF JOHNSON COUNTY, KANSAS 
Knoche by email CIVIL COURT DEPARTMENT 

Hom Jupe Bilani Case No. 22CV890 
admin assistant from aes 
Defendant Droege and Division 22 

it has no jurisdiction Chapters 23 and 60 
it's not even filed, hows Honorable 

he gonna enforce it? Tecan Billam 


Clear Absence of Juris 


In the Matter of: 


HE) 


) 
) 
) 
) 
Petitioner, ) 
) 
) 
) 


Respondent 
ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER 

IT IS ORDERED that the attorneys of record may discuss the contents of the attached report with their 
clients, but shall not give a copy of the report to their clients and shall not permit the clients to read or make 
notes from the report. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that a party not represented by counsel may at the Court’s discretion, be 
allowed to review the report, but shall not be provided with a copy of such report. The Court may set further 
conditions upon the review of the report by a party not represented by counsel. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that failure to comply with the terms of this order, by either attorney or a 
party, may be punishable by sanctions for contempt as the Court may determine. 

/s/ Charles Droege 


Chief Judge 
Tenth Judicial District 


Expedited Child Interviews 
Children’s Peace Alliance Foundation 
Confidential 


For Professional Use Only 


AS Vel. 


& 
ev ‘ed 
Children’s 7 Alliance 
Foundation 
February 4, 2024 
Honorable Jason Billam 
Johnson County District Court 
Div. 22 
RE: Shira Gordon (fka Knoche) & Steven Knoche 


Case No. 22CV890 


Dear Judge Billam, 


Respectfully submitted, 


Electronically Signed by KELSI COBLE 
Children’s Peace Alliance Foundation 


IN CONCURRENCE WITH: 
Children’s Peace Alliance Foundation Staff 
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EXHIBIT B - Interference judical processes of johnson county, knowingly breaking judicial law to sit on this case, defendant 


IN THE JOHNSON COUNTY DISTRICT COURT Droege 
CRIMINAL DIVISION 

STATE OF KANSAS ) Case No. 24-DV00172 
Plaintiff 
) 
vs. ) 
MATTHEW ESCALANTE 
Defendant/Father ) 


CRIMINAL LAW - AFFIDAVIT OF PREJUDICE AGAINST A JUDGE 
PROCEDURE REQUIRED FOR TRANSFER AFFIDAVIT TO A DIFFERENT 
JUDGE FOR DETERMINATION PURSUANT KSA 20-311d 
SUBSTANTIALLY AFFECTING CIVIL RIGHTS 


COMES NOW, the Defendant father, by and and through his own counsel hereby submit to Johnson County Court case 
24-DV00172, for immediate bypass of presiding judge Charles Droege, to as procedure be transferred to the 

Court Administrator for Determination of Legal Sufficiency, and seeing as how this format of duplicate structure of a prior 
“past successful format, the defendant provides ground in onghundred percent of facts and affirmatives that a transfer of 
venue is mandatory under Kansas Law of Recuse/Disqualification and Judical Rule 2.11 Disqualification. Charles Droege 
cannot preside over this case of 24-DV00172, as a visible prejudice is found in the following, giving need for relief and 
restoration of the United States Constitution to Escalante proceedings in change of venue. This motion is pursuant 

KSA 20.311d Change of Judge Section (a) if either party or either parties attorney to any action in a district court 

files an Affidavit alleging any of the grounds specified in subsection (b) the administrative judge shall at once transfer this 
action to another judge of the district court in the judicial district & Subsection (b) states that (b) Ground which 

may be alleged as provided in subsection (a) for change of judge are: (2) The judge is otherwise interested in the action. 

(4) The judge is a material witness in the action and (5) The party or the party's attorney filing the affidavit has cause 

to believe and does believe that on account of the personal bias, prejudice or interest of the judge such party cannot 

obtain a fair and impartial trial or fair and impartial enforcement of post-judgment remedies. Such affidavit shall 

state the facts and the reasons for the belief that bias, prejudice or an interest exists. The Defendant shows unto the Court 
That subsections (2)(4) and (5) are affirmative pertaining to Chief Judge Charles Droege and the purported KSA 21-5924 
VIOL OF PROT ORDER case 24-DV000172 in the following: 


1. The case of 24-DV00172 alleges that Defendant has purportedly violated a restraining order. Not a protective 
order, The states complaint is listed as such in this case as: COUNT I, That on or about the 7th day of December 
-2023, in the county of Johnson and State of Kansas, MATTHEW AARON ESCALANTE did then and there 
knowingly and intentionally violate a restraining order issued pursuant to K.S.A. 39-2243, K.S.A, 38-2244, K.S.A. 
38-2255, or KSA 60-1607, aclass A misdemeanor, which constitutes a domestic violence offense, in violation of 
K.S.A 21-5924, K.S.A-6602 and K.S.A 22-4615 (violation of a protective order). 
2, The Johnson County court holds all Escalante records, so any judge can go into the county system and try to find 
a protective order pursuant K.S.A. 39-2243, K.S.A, 38-2244, K.S.A. 38-2255, or KSA 60-1607 and it can be 
determined that those statutes aren't contained in any civil of MATTHEW ESCALANTE, and a Mother just 
took a 14 year old daughter of parties into a police station and said that there was. So there is Child Abuse right 
there. On entertaining, a prosecutions far stretched claim, it can be guessed that the case of 18DV03813 is 
where the Mother attempts to state claim, Doc 307, is a court order that contains a mention of father not being able 
to see his own minor children, implying a Restraining Order, but its clear that Judgement and Final Order is 23-3207 


Clerk of the District Court, Johnson County Kansas 
04/15/24 03:40pm DC 
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sisas 


and the whole Final Order is pursuant KSA 60-254b in the Escalante divorce case (Exhibit A)(Exhibit B) 
a. The Court of Appeals has held in State vs Hendricks 26d at 82 2016 Kan App Ct, the Appellate judge 
outright is quoted, "In fact Certificationof 60-254b "couldn't even be done in a divorce case anyway" 
and the judge goes into list all of the problems with Divorce cases and multiple piled into one divorce 
claim and it doesn't work. The appeal of 60-254 Appellate Court also then doesn't work citing Henderson 


vs Hassur 1 K.A.2d 103. Doc 307 is not appeallable, 
3. The Defedant's Affidavit of Prejudice is not contesting any RULING, or such, it contesting to Presiding Judge 


CHARLES DROEGE, as having too much knowledge Doc 307, JUDGEMENT AND FINAL ORDER of 18CV03813 

that this Criminal Case is attempting and purporting that KSA 21-5924 is a kind of offense that can be applied. 

CHARLES DROGE removed District Court Judge Curtis Sample on April 9, 2024 and never gave notice to parties. 

This is against CIVIL RULE #2 of this Courthouse. In the Civil Rule #2, provision #6, certain things must occur 

if a case is transferred judges, a) its gotta be done randomly, b)in cases other than Recusal, then Judge Sample needed t 
give Order, or c) Chief Judge Order needed to have been given. And EXHIBIT C is no Order at all. So there's a Civil 


Rule. Canon 2 rule 2.11 doesn’t let Droege hold 307 in a civil court simultaneously convicting in 307 in criminal ct. 


4, Bias and Prejudic of CHARLES DROEGE is seen in the other county case that CHARLES DROEGE DID THE SAMI 
THING AND BROKE CIVIL RULE #2 chasing Mr Escalante from case to case where a discovery is inevitable. 


a. ESCALANTE VS JUDGE BURMASTER - 23-CV06700 OPEN CASE 
EXPARTE PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDAMUS 23-CV06700 was filed on Decemeber 29, 2023 and 
Civil Judge Rhonda Mason was presiding over that case, EXHIBIT D, and Judge Mason was immediately 
removed and CHARLES DROEGE went and sat on it. And it has not moved since he broke civil rule #2 


as it can be seen there's no CHIEF JUDGE ORDER nor an ORDER FROM JUDGE RHONDA MASON at 
all in that open case. Local Civil Rule #2 Rule 7 (Exhibit E) 


b. But the PURE AND VISIBLE PREJUDICE AND BIAS IS SEEN IN THREE CASE ENTRIES in 23-CV06700 
that shows the application of KSA 20-311d for the case of 24-DV00172 is appropriate: (Exhibit D) 


1. 01/31/2024 <******* Bench Notes *********> 
PETITIONER'S REQUEST FOR WAIVER OF THE FILING FEE FOR THE FILING OF HIS 
DISPOSITIVE MOTION IS DENIED(JUDGE: DROEGE) 
Ok, so where is the Application for fee waiver?? This is the First Entry in January 
and its not Mr. Escalante's application. 


2. 01/31/2024 FILE STAMP 01/31/24, ORDER DENYING PETITIONER'S REQUEST 
TO WAIVE FILING FEE FOR THE FILING OF HIS MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGEMENT 
and still no application of Mr Escalante's. 


3. 02/01/2024 FILE STAMP 01/30/24, POVERTY AFFIDAVIT 
Finally in the next month, Mr Escalante's Poverty affidavit was finally docketed in February 
CHARLES DROEGE had already predetermined in prejudice that Mr. Escalante was not going 
to get indigent status........+0+ and this is largely counter to the Federal Judiciary that was 
Approving of Mr. Escalante's qualified indigent status... 


4. MATTHEW ESCALANTE SHOWED IN HIS INDIGENT POVERTY AFFIDAVIT that the 
US DISTRICT COURT IN THE DISTRICT OF KANSAS WAS APPROVING AND GRANTING 
FEE WAIVER STATUS TO MR. ESCALANTE in several cases, at the same time this denial 


came, That was largely prejudice of Droege that it can been seen in the way it was docketed 
and mishandled. 


A. Mr Escalante attached to his Poverty Affidavit application the proof that document in 
the Kansas Federal court in cases 2:23-CV02176 and 2:23-CV02559 Escalante v Burmaster 
had been granted FEE WAIVER. But DROEGE'S prejudice overruled Justice on this matter, 


5. FURTHER Prejudice is seen in the document in the case of ESCALANTE VS BURMASTER 23-CV06700, on 1/31/24 
the Prejudice judge Droege, makes statements in the ORDER DENYING ON HIS BIAS IDEOLOGIES ON THE 
MERITS OF CASE, when he states (EXHIBIT F) that the case has no merit........000 But the reality here, is the 
case 23-CV06700 is being restricted from moving forward to terminate the Protection Order of 22CV03391 that 
was issued TWICE on Aug 10, and Oct 18, against Kansas Law of 60-31a06, (See droege doesn't talk about that part 
does he?) and a direct result and proof of claim of the Defendant father of BLAS/PREJUDICE/FRAUD are in the 

Exhibit D, THE JOHNSON COUNTY DISTRICT COURT IS IN VIOLATION OF 2 COUNTS OF THE KORA 
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KANSAS OPEN RECORDS ACT from that simulated second criminal process of service by purported personal 
service that shows in Transcript Judge Paul Burmaster attempting for the 2nd Time. That was a ceils to hand 


me oki outdated documents on Oct 18, 2023, and everyone is trying to deny that but I still hold 2 Kansas Open 
rds Act. 


Separately, and encompassing this entire affidavit is Exhibit H, Exhibit H is the case record of 18CV03813, in which the defendant 
is Respondent Father in the civil cour of JoCo, Charles Droege bench notes have his name and direct mentions of Doc 307, giving 
proof next to Judicial Code of Exhibit |, that Charles Droege holds personal knowledge he is bringing from the civil court into the 
criminal court of Doc 307 and he can't. Vccherial W Hess 


WHEREFORE all the above is re-affirmed and re-alleged as FACT, and Exhibit G, shows CHARLES DROEGE IN A PRIOR 
COURT ORDER DIRECTED THE DEFENDANT TO PRESENT AN AFFIDAVIT OF PREJUDICE NEEDED TO BE 
DONE IN PRIOR HISTORY OF 18CV03813, or any other case, in which he would then follow the Process of KANSAS 
LAW of 20.311d, so here it is CHIEF, ALL FACTS. PLEASE FOLLOW THE LAW AND KINDLY HAND THE AFFIDAVIT 
AND THE CASE OFF TO ANOTHER UNBIAS, UNPREJUDICE JUDGE BECAUSE YOU'RE INTERFERING WITH 

THE JUDICIAL PROCESSES OF YOUR OWN COURTHOUSE. AND IT CAN BE SEEN. This Affidavit shows the presiding 
Chief Judge Charles Droege has such a prejudice over Matthew Escalante that is it causing the Chief Judge of this Court to 
break Judicial Canons, local rules of the 10th District and its affecting substantially the Escalante fathers Constitutional 

Civil Rights. Defendant deserves relief(City of Neodosha vs Knight 226 Kan 416, 418) A. 


A 
Matthew Escalante 
733 Hemlock St 
Gardner KS 66030 
Phone 913-286-2250 
Fax No Fax 
Email eskie678@aol.com 
Affidavit of Matthew Escalante 
State of Kansas 
County of Johnson 


Matthew Escalante, being duly sworn deposes and states as follows under penalty of perjury: 


1. My name is Matthew Escalante, | am presently 42 years old, and my current address of residence is 733 Hemlock St, 
Gardner, Kansas 66030. 


2. The purpose of this Affidavit is to Swear into Truth, the Presiding Chief Judge of 24-DV00172, in the Criminal Division 
of the Johnson County Courthouse CANNOT preside over this case. This factual deduction is found in this Prejudice Affidavit, 
in which Defendant re-affirms and re-alleges that Affidavit Contents as an entirity and Section 1-5 are true and ongoing, and 
the give without a doubt a pure picture of Bias/Prejudice of Chief Judge against Matthew Escalante, to the degree it is causing 
devasting constitutional harm to Mr Escalante and its causing Droege to break rules of the Kansas Supreme Court, Local 
Rules of the 10th, and cross the Constitution with how he is prejudicing against Father Escalante. Defendant shows cause in 
Prejudice Affidavit for Transfer of Judge. 


3. Facts Sworn into Truth in Kansas State and Federal Courts: 

1. Kan R. Rel Jud Cond Canon 2 - Rule 2.2 and Rule 2.3 is being breached by Prejudice of Judge Charles Droege, in this 
criminal case where his subordinate Judge Paul Burmaster improperly founded a civil divorce case 18CV03813 in the 
wrong statute, the Court of Appeals has held prior rulings that KSA 60-254 can't be used, this criminal case can't prosecute 
a void order. Not legally. 

2. Local Civil Rule #2 Rule 7 is breached in this proceeding of 24DV00172 on 4/10/24. 


3. The above two facts, show the Constitutional immunities of Due Process, Fair Trials and Hearings in criminal court, & 
Childrens Due Process in the civil court have been removed from the defendant through barred prejudice that is present 


4. This court is in violation of the Kansas open records act on two counts pertaining to a purported domestic violence case 
22CV03391, that has NO MERIT and it indicates Burmaster judicial fraud and intent to deceive on Oct 18, 2023, in the 
wrong hoang of 18CV03813, and it shows in Certified Records of Transcript and Original flawed Extended Order serve on 
Aug 10, i 


| hereby swear or affirm that the information above is true accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge, and that no 
relevant information has been omitted. 


Dated: tf z 7 


Signature of Individual: ; 
Y= 7 
Notary Public Amande L. Lipo w kN 


Title And Rank Now Qe. Date Of Commission Expiry -2- ĵ- L y 


AMANDA L. LIPARI 
Notary Public-State of Kansas 
My Appt. Expires 2 ` 7- 29- 


Clerk of the District Court, Johnson County Kansas 
04/15/24 03:40pm DC 


Case 2:23-cv-02529-JWB-TJJ Document13 Filed 04/15/24 Page 4 of 4 


CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


I hereby certify that the Defendants Prejudice Affidavit was sent to the clerk of the district court and 
parties in the proceeding via electonic mail service and US MAIL on 4/15/24 to the following 


State Prosecutor - Bianca Finney 

150 W Santa Fe St -3rd floor DA office 
Olathe KS 66061 
bianca.finney@jocogov.org 


al@harrisassoclaw.com 
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Sn ib A 18CV03813 
Div14 


IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF JOHNSON COUNTY, KANSAS 


CIVIL COURT DEPARTMENT 
In the Matter of: ) 
) 
JANELLE ESCALANTE, ) 
Petitioner, ) 
and ) Case No. 18CV3813 
) Division No. 14 
MATTHEW ESCALANTE, ) 
Respondent. ) 


JOURNAL ENTRY OF JUDGMENT AND FINAL ORDER 


NOW ON THIS 18% day of October, 2023, this matter comes on for hearing. Petitioner appears 
not but by counsel, Christopher Wilson. Respondent appears with appointed counsel, Edward 
Bigus. The Court considers the record and the arguments of Respondent Father, his counsel, and 


Petitioner’s counsel. Whereupon the Court finds and orders as follows: 


1. Over a year ago, on June 30, 2022, Father was ordered by this Court to exercise a handful 
of supervised parenting sessions at The Layne Project due to disturbing messages he had 
sent to the children. 

2. Father made clear to the Court that he would “take a knee” and not see his children until 
after the first of the year. 

3. The Court implored Mr. Escalante to reconsider, to visit his children, to work with the 
Guardian Ad Litem, and to re-establish a normal parenting routine with his children. 

4. Since that time, Father has steadfastly refused to see his children. 

5. The Court has done all it can to encourage Father to see his children. The Court has asked 
Father, the Court has explained that seeing the children would be in their best interest, the 
Court has threatened Father with contempt, and the Court has even sentenced Father to 30 


days in jail --- all to no avail. Even at no cost to him, Father has refused to visit his 


Clerk of the District Court, Johnson County Kansas 
10/18/23 11:43am JLD 


Clerk of the District Court, Johnson County Kansas 
04/15/24 03:40pm DC 


Case 2:23-cv-02529-JWB-TJJ Document 13-1 Filed 04/15/24 Page 2 of 37 


children.' 

6. Father has steadfastly refused to see his children and refused to provide all but the 
tiniest of financial support. 

7. Instead of seeing or supporting his children, Father has focused on harassing Mother, her 
counsel, the Court, and others with frivolous lawsuits and absolutely false allegations on 
the internet. 

8. The Court has been as patient as it can be with Father but sees no just reason for further 
delay. 

9. The parties have been divorced for several years and the Court has made plain that only 


two issues remain in this case: parenting time and child support. 


10. The Court will leave the issue of child support to the Hearin 


i2 Officer. 


the Court finds 1 


11. Regarding parenting time, pursuant to K.S.A. 23-3203 that it is in the best 


interests of the minor children that Mother have sole decision-making custody of the 


children as Father has refused to see his children. Further, as Father has actively estranged 


he contacts 


PEROT ee pS 
expande 


Counseling without delay. The Court will consider no motions of any kind by Father until 


he complies with the Court’s order. 


1 Today, Father provided a wholly non-credible excuse for not visiting his children as ordered. His attempt 
to blame The Layne Project was simply nonsensical. However, the Court declined to send Father to jail 


because the point of the 30-day sentence was not to incarcerate Father but instead to persuade him to visit his 


kannari is ghi i hat he doesn’t. 
it sta, is. children and will go to lengths to cnsure t 
childrem. Ibtiisal exeuEsTSGEeT NE in and will go to lengths to ensure th 


a doesn’: 
ork of the District Court, a gesedunty Kansas 
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on County Kansas 
10/18/23 11:43am JLD 
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Parties are 


12. This final order and judgment is issued in accordance with K.S.A. 


advised they may appeal this decision. 


IT IS SO ORDERED. 


/s/ Paul W. Burmaster 
DISTRICT COURT JUDGE 


istri Johnson County Kansas 
Clerk of the District Court, “Trin 11:43am JLD 
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Part of Thomson 
No. 113,597 
Court of Appeals of Kansas. 
State v. Hendricks 
52 Kan. App. 2d 737 (Kan. Ct. App. 2016) * 372 P.3d 437 
Decided May 6, 2016 

No. 113,597. Hendricks argues on appeal that K.S.A. 2013 
05-06-2016 Sy 21-99%, the — that — it a crime to 

violate certain protection orders, did not apply to 
STATE of Kansas, Appellee, v. Daniel the protection order he violated. The statute makes 
HENDRICKS, Appellant. it a crime to violate protection orders entered 


Jean Ann Uvodich, of Olathe, for appellant. 
Shawn E. Minihan, assistant district attorney, 
Stephen M. Howe, district attorney, and Derek 
Schmidt, attorney general, for appellee. 


LEBEN, J. 
+438 
Jean Ann Uvodich, of Olathe, for appellant. 


Shawn E. Minihan, assistant district attorney, 
Stephen M. Howe, district attorney, and Derek 
Schmidt, attorney general, for appellee. 


Before ARNOLD-BURGER, P.J., GREEN and 
LEBEN, JJ. 


LEBEN, J. 


Daniel Hendricks appeals his criminal conviction 
for violating a no-contact order entered in his 
divorce case. Hendricks argues that the statute 
making it a crime to violate a protection order 
doesn't apply to orders entered in a divorce case 
after the divorce decree has been entered. The 
order Hendricks violated was entered several years 
after the decree in his divorce case, during new 
disputes with his ex-wife about child-custody and 
visitation matters. 


73 


oo 


under several specifically listed statutes, including 
protection-from-abuse orders *738 entered under 
K.S.A. 60-3105, 60-3106, or 60-3107 ; 


protection-from-stalking orders entered under 
K.S.A. 60-31a05 or 60-31a06 ; and temporary 
orders issued in divorce cases under K.S.A. 2013 
Supp. 23-2707. The State cites K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 
23-2707 as the authority for the no-contact order 
entered against Hendricks. 


le three other statutes provide fo 


ic 


Analysis 


We have only limited information about the 
underlying disputes between Hendricks and his 
ex-wife, as only three documents from the divorce 
file are in our record: (1) an amended divorce 
petition filed in 2006; (2) the decree of divorce 
filed in 2006 (though without the parties' 
separation agreement, which the decree says was 
attached to it); and (3) the no-contact order filed in 


casetexti 
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State v. Hendricks 


SOT nish recites orders entered at a hearing 
held July 8, 2013, involving ongoing child- 
custody disputes. Among other things, that order 
provided that Hendricks “have no contact” with 
his ex-wife or his two minor children and required 
that Hendricks obtain a mental-health evaluation. 
The title of the order (“Journal Entry Regarding 
Temporary Court Orders”) indicated that it was 


temporary. 


With the no-contact order still in place, Hendricks 
left two phone messages for his ex-wife in March 
2014 saying that he was going to pick up their 
children on his upcoming birthday. The ex-wife 
reported this to the police, and Hendricks was 
arrested. The State charged him with two counts 
of violating a protection order in violation of 
K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 21-5924. The criminal case 
was tried to a judge on stipulated facts, and the 
judge found Hendricks guilty of two counts of 
violating a protection order. Hendricks then 
appealed to this court. 


On appeal, Hendricks raises several arguments, 
but we only need *739 to address his claim that 
K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 21-5924, which makes it a 
crime to violate an order entered under K.S.A. 
2013 Supp. 23-2707, doesn't apply because 
K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 23-2707 authorizes temporary 
orders only before final judgment (here, entry of 
the divorce decree)—and the no-contact order here 
was entered several years after the divorce decree. 
The question is one of statutory interpretation, so 
we review it without any required deference to the 
district court. State v. James, 301 Kan. 898, 903, 
349 P.3d 457 (2015). In our opinion, we have cited 
to the statutory provisions as of the date the State 
alleged Hendricks committed these offenses, 
March 2014; minor changes not relevant to the 
issues we discuss have been made to some of the 
cited statutes since then.*439 The State's case 
against Hendricks must rise or fall on whether 
K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 23-2707 provided the 
authority under which the no-contact order was 
entered. K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 21-5924 makes it 


casetext 


740 


52 Kan. App. 2d 737 (Kan. Ct. App. 2016) 


unlawful to violate only certain specified 
protection orders, and K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 23-2707 
is the only provision the State has cited as 
authority for the no-contact order entered against 
Hendricks. It provides for the entry of temporary 
orders “during the pendency of the action prior to 
final judgment”: 


“Interlocutory orders. (a) Permissible 
orders. After a petition for divorce, 
annulment or separate maintenance has 
been filed, and during the pendency of the 
action prior to final judgment the judge 
assigned to hear the action may, without 
requiring bond, make and enforce by 
attachment, orders which: 


“(2) restrain the parties from molesting or 
interfering with the privacy or rights of 
each other; 


“(3) provide for the legal custody and 
residency of and parenting time with the 
minor children and the support, if 
necessary, of either party and of the minor 
children during the pendency of the 
action.” K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 23-2707(a). 


A divorce action combines several claims— 
potentially for child support, child custody, 
parenting time, maintenance, and property 
division—into a single cause of action. Unless 
some of those are left undecided, the divorce 
decree is a final judgment. See McCain v. McCain, 
219 Kan. 780, 549 P.2d 896 (1976) (holding that 
divorce rulings are final and appealable only when 
court has both granted divorce and resolved all 
other issues in the case, such as child custody and 
property division). K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 60—254(b) 
provides *740 that a judgment usually is not final 
if the court resolves only some of the pending 
claims for relief. But where, as occurred in the 
Hendricks' case, a decree of divorce is entered 
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State v. Hendricks 52 Kan. App. 2d 737 (Kan. Ct. App. 2016) 


Approving a separation agreement resolving all of 
the pending claims, that is a final and appealable 
judgment even though the court necessarily retains 
jurisdiction to enter orders of modification related 
to any children. Accordingly, motions to obtain 
relief from a final judgment can be made under 
K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 60-260 (for claims including 
the discovery of new evidence, mistake, or fraud), 
and such motions are often filed in divorce cases. 
See, e.g., In re Marriage of Larson, 257 Kan. 456, 
894 P.2d 809 (1995) (using date the decree of 
divorce was entered to start calculating time to file 
motion to alter or amend final judgment). In 
addition, with respect to child-custody and 
parenting-time issues, K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 23- 
3218, 23-3219, and 23-3221 allow for motions to 
modify the final judgment. 


The State argues that the divorce decree in the 
Hendricks' case wasn’t a final judgment, citing 
K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 60—254(b). The State first 
notes that a divorce court retains jurisdiction over 
child-custody matters even after the decree is 
entered. The State then contends that a provision 
of K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 60-254(b) would require the 
district court to specifically direct entry of final 
judgment while leaving child-custody open to 
future revision. We disagree with the State's 
reading of K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 60—254(b) as 
applied to this situation. 


K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 60-254(b) applies when a 
court leaves open one of the claims for relief of a 
party when entering judgment on other pending 
claims. In that circumstance, the court must 
specifically direct that the judgment is final on the 
claims that have been decided; otherwise, the 
judgment is not final at that point as to any of the 
claims: 


casetext 


“When an action presents more than one 
claim for relief, whether as a claim, 
counterclaim, crossclaim or third-party 
claim, or when multiple parties are 
involved, the court may direct entry of a 
final judgment as to one or more, but 
fewer than all, claims or parties only if the 
court expressly determines that there is no 
just reason for delay. Otherwise, any order 
or other decision, however designated, that 
adjudicates fewer than all the claims or the 
rights and liabilities of fewer than all the 
parties does not end the action as to any of 
the claims or parties and may be revised at 
any time before the entry of a judgment 
adjudicating all the claims and all the 
parties' 


440 *440 


rights and liabilities.” K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 
60-254(b). 


741 *741 


But that's not what happens in the typical divorce 
case, and it's not what happened in the Hendricks' 
divorce. In the typical divorce case, all of the 
claims for relief are tried or settled at the same 
time. The claims then pending are fully resolved, 
even though the court has continuing jurisdiction 
to hear later motions to modify child-related 
matters. Thus, there is no need for a certification 
under K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 60-254(b) that 
designates the finality of some—but not all— 


claims for relief. 
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State v. Hendricks 


Beco fO"apply. See Leben, Practitioner's Guide to 


N 


Kansas Family Law, Civil Procedure & Evidence 
§ 21.26a (1st ed. 2008 Supp.). 


Even if it did, the State's suggestion that a K.S.A. 
2013 Supp. 60-254(b) certification would be 
required in the typical divorce case would cause 
highly negative, unintended consequences that 
would be a surprise to` Kansas 
practitioners and to most Kansans who have been 
divorced and remarried. If we were to accept the 
State's argument, standard decrees without a 
K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 60-254(b) certification entered 
in Kansas over the years would not constitute final 
judgments, making voidable the new marriages of 
previously divorced Kansans. See K.S.A. 2013 
Supp. 23-2713 (providing in most cases that a 
marriage entered into “before a judgment of 
divorce becomes final shall be voidable until the 
decree of divorce becomes final”). Standard 
divorce forms used in Kansas do not have such a 
certification. Nor should they. That's because 
K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 60—254(b) simply doesn't 
apply; the divorce decree entered after trial or 
settlement does resolve all of the pending claims 
for relief. The judgment is no less final simply 
because later motions for modification may be 


divorce 


made. 


So we do not accept the State's argument that the 


divorce decree entered in the Hendricks' divorce 


case in 2006 wasn't a final *742 judgment. Since 
K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 21-5924 makes it a crime only 
to violate orders entered under K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 
23-2707 (along with some other statutes not 
involved in this case), and since K.S.A. 2013 
Supp. 23-2707 only applies to temporary orders 
entered “during the pendency of the [divorce] 
action prior to final judgment,” that seems to 
preclude the State's claim that Hendricks violated 
K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 21-5924. Final judgment in 
the Hendricks' divorce came in 2006, and the 
order he violated wasn't entered until 2013. 


casetext 


44 


52 Kan. App. 2d 737 (Kan. Ct. App. 2016) 


We can envision one additional argument the State 
could make. At first glance, there might be some 
ambiguity here given the way divorce cases with 
children are handled. Such cases don't fully go 
away until the children have reached age 18 and 
graduated from high school. See K.S.A. 2013 
Supp. 23-3001 (child support terminates when a 
child turns 18 unless the child hasn't yet graduated 
from high school or the parents have agreed 
otherwise); K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 23-3005 (court 
may modify child-support order after 3 years or 
when a material change of circumstances occurs). 
Accordingly, as both Kansas law and the divorce 
decree in the Hendricks' case recognize, the 
district court retains jurisdiction to consider 
modification of the decree. 


The State could argue that once another motion to 
modify is made, the divorce action is once again 
“pending,” and “final judgment” has not yet been 
entered on the new claim. The limitation on the 
court's authority expressed in K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 
23—2707(a) is two-fold: the court's action must be 
“[a]fter a petition for divorce, annulment or 
separate maintenance,” and it must be “during the 
pendency of the action prior to final judgment.” If 
motions to modify a divorce decree are filed and 
ruled upon, the court's ruling on such matters itself 
becomes a “final judgment” subject to appeal. See, 
e.g., *441 Hardenburger v. Hardenburger, 216 
Kan, 322, Syl. 1 4, 532 P.2d 1106 (1975) (mother 
appealed the district court's denial of her petition 
to modify child custody). Thus, one might argue 
that any time a motion to modify is filed, the case 
is once again active and pending “prior to final 
judgment.” Under this argument, then, K.S.A. 
2013 Supp. 23-2707(a) could once again provide 
the authority for the entry of temporary orders, 
*743 But such an argument would ignore the three 
specific statutes that provide authority for the 
entry of orders modifying the final judgment in a 
divorce case with respect to child custody or 
parenting time, K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 23-3218, 23- 
3219, and 23-3221. K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 23-3218 
provides for the modification of previous child- 
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State v. Hendricks 


USE OF visitation orders when circumstances 
change and specifically authorizes new temporary 
orders. K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 23-3219 provides 
specific filing requirements for any “motion to 
modify a final order’ about child custody or 
residential placement. And K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 23- 
3221 provides for the modification of parenting- 
time orders when that would be in the child's best 
interests. These specific statutes, not K.S.A. 2013 
Supp. 23-2707, provide the authority for orders 
entered after entry of the divorce decree. 


Moreover, even if—in the civil divorce case 
between Hendricks and his ex-wife—the divorce 
court does retain some residual authority under 
K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 23-2707 to enter further orders 
as needed, that does not authorize a broad reading 
of K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 21-5924, a criminal statute. 
Under the rule of lenity, ambiguous criminal 
statutes are generally construed narrowly against 
the State. While sometimes phrased in different 
ways, the essence of the rule is that if there is 
some legitimate ambiguity in a criminal statute, 
that ambiguous language should not be the basis 
for convicting a citizen of a crime. See State v. 
Williams, 303 Kan. 750, 760-61, 368 P.3d 1065 
(2016) (noting that any reasonable doubt about the 


' meaning of a criminal statute should be resolved 


in favor of the defendant); State v. Coman, 294 
Kan. 84, 97, 273 P.3d 701 (2012) (where there are 
“two reasonable and sensible interpretations of a 
criminal statute, the rule of lenity requires the 
court to interpret its meaning in favor of the 
accused”). Had the legislature wanted to make it a 
crime to violate orders entered under these 
separate statutes, which authorize post-decrcc 
modifications, it could easily have listed them in 
K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 21-5924. Instead, with respect 
to orders entered in divorce actions, the legislature 
only made it a crime to violate orders entered 
under K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 23-2707. 


52 Kan. App. 2d 737 (Kan. Ct. App. 2016) 


The rule of lenity serves two important purposes. 


744 First, people *744 should have fair notice of what 


44 


N 


is criminal. Second, narrow interpretation when 
there is some reasonable doubt about a criminal 
statute's meaning best respects the legislature's 
role in defining what constitutes a crime. Kansas 
has no common-law crimes, K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 
21-5103(a), so something is a crime only if the 
legislature says so by statute. Were we to broadly 
interpret criminal statutes, we might inadvertently 
overstep our role and make something criminal 
even though the legislature had not intended that 
result. See State v. Braun, 47 Kan.App.2d 216, 
217, 273 P.3d 801 (2012), rev. denied 297 Kan. 
1248 (2013). 


divorce decree 


Our ruling does not mean that the no-contact order 
itself was useless or lacked authority. We presume 
that the district court had authority to enter it, and 
once properly entered, the district court also had 
authority to enforce it through contempt powers or 


The district court's judgment is reversed, and the 
case is remanded to the district court with 
directions to set aside the defendant's *442 
conviction and to dismiss the State's criminal 
complaint against him. 
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4/15/24, 9:28 AM roapm 
Johnson County Kansas District Court 
CASE NO : 24DV00172 . Sia 
Division/Judge : 8/CHARLES DROEGE Ex h, ly it C 


NAME : ESCALANTE, MATTHEW, AARON 
DEF ATTY : HARRIS,A 
PROS ATTY: FINNEY, B 


R/S/DOB PB j d 
W/M 06/16/81 


04/08/2024 FILE STAMP 04/08/2024, MOTION FOR CHANGE OF VENUE AND NOTICE OF 
EFFECT IMPROPER VENUE OF ESCALANTE JOCO CASES 

04/04/2024 FILE STAMP 04/04/2024, MOTION TO STAY ALL FURTHER PROCEEDINGS 

04/02/2024 FILE STAMP 04/02/2024, MOTION TO DISMISS UNDER CRIMINAL 
PROCEDURE § 22-3208 STATES LACK OF JURIS & FAILURE TO PROSECUTE 

03/22/2024 FILE STAMP 03/22/2024, CLERKS RETURN OF SERVICE 

03/22/2024 FILE STAMP 03/22/2024, CLERKS RETURN OF SERVICE 

03/22/2024 FILE STAMP 03/22/2024, CLERKS RETURN OF SERVICE 

03/22/2024 FILE STAMP 03/22/2024, CLERKS RETURN OF SERVICE 

03/22/2024 FILE STAMP 03/22/2024, CLERKS RETURN OF SERVICE 

03/21/2024 FILE STAMP 03/19/2024, REQUEST FOR DISCLOSURE OF AN AFFIDAVIT OR 
SWORN TESTIMONY 

03/19/2024 FILE STAMP 03/19/24, MOTION TO WITHDRAW 

03/14/2024 FILE STAMP 03/14/2024, SO RETURN WARRANT EXECUTED 

03/06/2024 FILE STAMP 03/06/2024, EXPARTE DEFENDANT FATHER MATTHEW 
ESCALANTE’S MOTION TO STRIKE THE STATES COMPLAINT/EXPARTE 
NOTICE OF DEFENDANT FATHER MATTHEW ESCALANTE’S MOTION TO 
STRIKE THE STATES COMPLAINT 

03/06/2024 COUNT 1 21-5924 PLAINTIFF APPEARS BY REECE,DEFENDANT APPEARS 
WITH ATTORNEY HARRIS,CONTINUED BY DEFENSE ,DEFENDANT 
ORDERED TO PERSONALLY APPEAR AT NEXT COURT HEARING IN PERSON 
(CMS)(ZM) 

03/06/2024 SCHED. GO COURT TRIAL on 05/03/24,01:30pm,DivM3 

03/06/2024 DEFENSE ATTORNEY HARRIS, ALBERT F APPOINTED 

03/04/2024 FILE STAMP 03/04/2024, AMENDED DEFENDANT'S FATHERS MOTION TO 
DISMISS UNDER CRIMINAL PROCEDURE KAN STATUTE § 22-3208 AND 
NOTICE OF ILLEGAL DETAINMENT & NOTICE OF INTENT TO FILE LAWSUIT 
AGAINST JOCO D.A UNDER SECTION 1983 

03/01/2024 FILE STAMP 03/01/2024, EMERGENCY EXPARTE DEFENDANTS MOTION FOR 
CHANGE OF VENUE UNDER CRIMINAL PROCEDURE KAN. STAT. § 22-2616 

02/20/2024 FILE STAMP 02/18/2024, MOTION TO CORRECT ILLEGAL SENTENCE 


02/16/2024 FILE STAMP 02/16/2024, MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF DISMISSAL OF 
CASE 24-DV00172 DUE TO LACK OF PERSONAL AND SUBJECT 
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JURISDICTION 


02/14/2024 FILE STAMP 02/14/2024, DEFENDANT'S FATHERS MOTION TO DISMISS 
UNDER CRIMINAL PROCEDURE KAN STATUTE § 22-3208 AND NOTICE OF 
ILLEGAL DETAINMENT & NOTICE OF INTENT TO FILE LAWSUIT AGAINST 
JOCO D.A UNDER SECTION 1983 


02/14/2024 FILE STAMP 02/14/2024, NO CONTACT ORDER 
02/14/2024 FILE STAMP 02/14/2024, BOND FILED 


02/13/2024 FILE STAMP 02/13/2024, EMERGENCY EXPARTE PETITION FOR WRIT OF 
HABEAS CORPUS UNLAWFUL DETAINER DOCUMENT 26, 22CV03391 NON 
COMPLIANCE OF 18 USC 2265 


02/13/2024 CA BOND POSTED, $3,500.00, RECEIPT# 2401017, MATTHEW AARON 
ESCALANTE 


02/13/2024 COUNT 1 21-5924 PLAINTIFF APPEARS BY JENNINGS,DEFENDANT APPEARS 
IN CUSTODY PRO SE ,DEFENDANT WAIVES RIGHT TO ATTORNEY ,READING 
WAIVED ,PLEA NOT GUILTY,DEFENDANT ORDERED TO PERSONALLY 
APPEAR AT NEXT COURT HEARING BY ZOOM (WES)(ER) 


02/13/2024 SCHED. SCHEDULING CONFERENCE on 03/06/24,01:30pm,Div M3 
02/13/2024 WARRANT W2400857 EXECUTED 

02/13/2024 SCHED. ARRAIGNMENT on 02/13/24,02:00pm,Div M2 

02/09/2024 WARRANT W2400857 PULLED FROM SHERIFF'S QUEUE 

02/09/2024 FILE STAMP 02/09/24, COMPLAINT, INITIATION OF ACTION 
02/09/2024 FILE STAMP 02/09/24, WARRANT FOR ARREST ISSUED TO SHERIFF 
02/09/2024 FILE STAMP 02/09/24, AFFIDAVIT 


02/09/2024 SET BOND CONDITION: NO USE OF ILLEGAL DRUGS OR CONTROLLED 
SUBSTANCES/SUBMIT TO TESTING WHEN DIRECTED BY COURT; NO 
ALCOHOL; NO FIREARMS; NO CONTACT VICTIM(S)/WITNESSES, THEIR 
RESIDENCE/ EMPLOYMENT WHETHER OR NOT THEY POST BOND 


02/09/2024 SET BOND $3,500 CA-SU 

02/09/2024 JUDGE CURTIS SAMPLE ASSIGNED TO CASE, DIVISION M3 
02/09/2024 INITIAL CHARGE(S) 21-5924 VIOL OF PFAO FILED 
02/09/2024 CASE E-FILED; AGENCY GRPD RPT# 24-000327 


ms 


https://public.jococourts.org/crroapm.aspx?SORT= 
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4/15/24, 9:28 AM Disposition 


Case Number : 24DV00172 ` 
Division/Judge : 8/CHARLES DROEGE l (, 
NAME : ESCALANTE, MATTHEW 4 

DEF ATTY : HARRIS,A G sn 

PROS ATTY: FINNEY, B 


Original Suspended Final 


Jail Time 
Prob Time 
Section Date Titl 
Count1 21-5 zi ACS Drug PL Finding TP LVL PN S ; 
924 12/07/23 VIOL OF PROTECTION ORDER a ent Date 
M A p 


Clerk of the District Court, Johnson County Kansas 
04/15/24 03:40pm DC 
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4/15/24, 9:34 AM Civil CASE HISTORY (ROA) 


Johnson County Kansas District Court eh bi D 


CASE NO 23CV06700 ESCALANTE vs. BURMASTER 


Div/Judge 8/CHARLES DROEGE Deciae decision 
Chapter 60 
Nature OTHER WRITS (5 beore : 


Status PENDING ron - We 


G 
Ê its reverse? 


01/03/2024 FILE STAMP 1/3/2024, AMENDED EMERGENCY EXPARTE PETITION FOR WRIT Rejudiced 
OF MANDAMUS & DEMAND FOR IMMEDIATE RELIEF PURSUANT KSA 60- ; 
801 


12/29/2023 Judge CHARLES DROEGE assigned to case REASSIGN 


12/29/2023 FILE STAMP 12/29/2023, EMERGENCY EXPARTE PETITION FOR WRIT OF 
MANDAMUS & DEMAND FOR IMMEDIATE RELIEF PURSUANT KSA 60-801 


12/29/2023 PAID BY MELANIE NEWMAN, Receipted Amount: $196.50 , Credit Card: , Receipt 
NO: 23040097 


12/29/2023 Pit Pro Se address: 733 HEMLOCK, GARDNER, KS 66030 
12/29/2023 Judge: RHONDA K MASON Assigned to Case 


12/29/2023 NEW CASE FILED; MATTHEW ESCALANTE VS PAUL WILL BURMASTER; 
FILING FEE WAIVED 


keg ening 


https://public.jococourts.org/civroapm.aspx? SORT=DES 


1 
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45/24, 9:44 AM JOHNSON COUNTY DISTRICT COURT 


judge a 


D 7 Ul eas 


Judge’ S designee for this A 


Court Hours and Contact ; 
Johnson County District Court Hours: M-F 8:00AM - 5:00PM Home | Phone Directory | Map 
150 W. Santa Fe St, Specific office hours vary - See relevant & Directions 
Olathe, Kansas 66061 webpage Hours & Holidays 
Phone: (913) 715-3300 ADA Information 


ZMK I € 
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( DivOC 


IN THE DOSTRICT COURT OF JOHNSON COUNTY, KANSAS 


CIVIL COURT DEPARTMENT 
JANELLE ESCALANTE, } Case No. 22CV3391 
Plaintiff, Division 8 
and ) 
MATTHEW ESCALANTE, ) 
Defendant. ) 


ORDER DENYING DEFENDANT’S MOTION 
TO TERMINATE /MODIFY PROTECTION ORDER 


Pursuant to Kansas Supreme Court Rule 107(b)(3) this case is reassigned to 
Division 8. 

Defendant Matthew Escalante seeks to terminate and/or modify the protection 
order entered in this case pursuant to K.S.A. 60-31a06(e). Mr. Escalante requests the 
Court to vacate the Extension of Protection from Stalking Order for Three Additional 
Years entered in this case on August 10, 2023. (DOC 26). The Court has determined 
pursuant to Supreme Court Rule 133 that oral argument would not be of further 
assistance to the Court in its ruling on this matter. 

The Court finds that the arguments and legal theories set forth in Defendant 
Escalante’s motion are without merit and are therefore denied. The Court finds the 


Extended Protection Order (DOC 26) is a valid enforceable order which has been properly 


served upon Defendant Escalante once on July 25, 2023, and again in open court in a 
proceeding held in Case No. 18CV3813. Defendant’s claims of invalidity of the Extended 
Order of Protection for non-compliance of state and federal law are meritless. 

The Extended Protection from Stalking Order for Three Additional Years issued by 
the Court shall remain in full for and effect until it expires on July 28, 2026. 

IT IS SO ORDERED. 


J. Charles Droege 
Chief Judge -10* Judicial District ; 
Johnson County District Court - Division 8 


Clerk of the District Court, Johnson County Kansas 
04/09/24 08:37am MM 


Clerk of the District Court, Johnson County Kansas 
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Notice of Electronic Service 


Notice of the above and foregoing ruling of the court has been delivered by the 
Justice Information Management System (JIMS) automatic notification electronically 
generated upon filing of the same by the Clerk of the District Court to the e-mail addresses 


provided by counsel of record in this case. 


bl Q- Charles Droege 


Clerk of the District Court, Johnson County Kansas 
04/09/24 08:37am MM 
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OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 


PUBLIC PROTECTION DIVISION 
MEMORIAL HALL 


KRIS W. KOBACH 120 SW 10TH AVE., 2ND FLOOR 
Ee es TOPEKA, KS 66612-1597 
(785) 296-3751 e FAX (785) 291-3699 
TOLL FREE IN KANSAS (800) 432-2310 
WWW. INYOURCORNERKANSAS.ORG 


Match 7, 2024 


Matthew Escalante 
733 Hemlock St 
Gardner, KS 66030 


RE: KORA Complaint - Tenth Judicial District (Honorable Paul Burmaster Division 14) 
Our File Number PP-24-000051 


Dear Mr. Escalante: 


On March 7, 2024, we received your KORA complaint that you submitted online March 6, 2024. In your 
complaint, you alleged that the Tenth Judicial District (Honorable Paul Burmaster Division 14) violated 
the Kansas Open Records Act (KORA). 


This matter remains pending. We will contact you if further information is needed relating to your 
complaint. Additionally, we will advise you of the results of our review when it is concluded. 


We appreciate your patience as we continue our review of this matter. 
Sincerely, 
Amber Smith 


First Assistant Attorney General 
Open Government Enforcement Section 


AS:ts 


nn l 
1 K.S.A. 45-215 ef seq. 


Clerk of the District Court, Johnson County Kansas 
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OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 
PUBLIC PROTECTION DIVISION 


KRIS W. KOBACH MEMORIAL HALL 
os GENERAL 120 SW 10TH AVE., 2ND FLOOR 
TOPEKA, KS 66612-1597 
April 3, 2 (785) 296-3751 © FAX (785) 291-3699 
pane ee TOLL FREE IN KANSAS (800) 432-2310 
WWW.INYOURCORNERKANSAS.ORG 
Matthew Escalante 
733 Hemlock St 


Gardner, KS 66030 


RE: KORA Complaint - Tenth Judicial District (Honorable Paul Burmaster Division 14) 
Our File Number PP-24-000086 


Dear Mr. Escalante: 


On April 2, 2024, we received your KORA complaint that you submitted online March 31, 2024. In your 
complaint, you alleged that the Tenth Judicial District (Honorable Paul Burmaster Division 14) violated 
the Kansas Open Records Act (KORA).' 


This matter remains pending. We will contact you if further information is needed relating to your 
complaint. Additionally, we will advise you of the results of our review when it is concluded. 


We appreciate your patience as we continue our review of this matter. 


Sincerely, 

me 
CQindorQaitr 
Amber Smith 


First Assistant Attorney General 
Open Government Enforcement Section 


AS:ts 


1 K.S.A. 45-215 et seq. 


Clerk of the District Court, Johnson County Kansas 
04/15/24 03:40pm DC 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF JOHNSON COUNTY, KANSAS 
CIVIL COURT DEPARTMENT 


18CV03813 
Divl4 


In the Matter of the Marriage of: 
JANELLE I. ESCALANTE, 

Petitioner, Case No. 18CV03813 
and Division 14 


K.S.A. Chapter 23 
MATTHEW A. ESCALANTE, 


Respondent. 


ORDER DENYING PETITIONER’S MOTION FOR CHANGE OF JUDGE 


Respondent, Matthew Escalante, has filed several motions to recuse the assigned district court 
judge in this case. (DOCs 217, 218, 221, 247, and 249.) For each motion filed, the parties appeared 
before Judge Burmaster who informally heard and denied each of Respondent’s motions for recusal. 
Notably, the Respondent has not filed an affidavit supporting any of his motions for recusal as 
required by statute. See K.S.A 20-311(d). Respondent’s motion cannot be assigned for review by the 
undersigned Chief Judge unless a sworn affidavit, under penalty of perjury, is filed in support of 
Respondent’s motions. Without the affidavit being filed, the Court cannot determine the “legal 
sufficiency of the affidavit” as directed by K.S.A. § 20-311d(b). Because no such affidavit has been 
filed, the Court therefore finds and concludes respondent’s motions should be denied. 

IT IS, THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that 
Respondent Matthew Escalante’s motion for recusal is considered and is DENIED. 


Isl A 
Chief Judge — Tenth Judicial District 
Johnson County District Court 


NOTICE OF ELECTRONIC SERVICE 


Pursuant to KSA 60-258, as amended, copies of the above and foregoing order of the Court 
have been delivered by the Justice Information Management System (JIMS) automatic notification 
electronically generated upon filing of the same by the Clerk of the District Court to the e-mail 
addresses provided by counsel of record in this case. Counsel for the parties so served shall 
determine whether all parties have received appropriate notice, complete service on all parties who 
have not yet been served, and file certificate of service for any additional service made. 


/s/ 


Clerk of the District Court, Johnson County Kansas 
02/27/23 03:33pm JLD 


Clerk of the District Court, Johnson County Kansas 
04/15/24 03:40pm DC 
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Johnson County Kansas District Court 


CASENO 18CV03813 ESCALANTE vs. ESCALANTE Pa L 
Div/Judge OC/OUT OF COUNTY JUDGE 5 | 
Chapter 60D 

Nature DISSOLUTION/DIVORCE ACTION 


Status TERMINATED 


04/08/2024 <******* Bench Notes *********> 
RESPONDENT'S DOCUMENT ENTITLED "MOTION TO CORRECT ILLEGAL 
SENTENCE" E-MAILED TO THE CLERK OF THE DISTRICT COURT FOR FILING 
ON APRIL 5,2024, AT 12:21PM IS DISALLOWED. RESPONDENT HAS NOT 
FILED A NOTICE OF APPEAL IN THIS CASE. ALL PREVIOUS ORDERS ARE 
VALID AND ENFORCEABLE UNLESS AND UNTIL THEY ARE REVERSED BY 
THE COA. IN THE MEANTIME, THIS COURT HAS ORDERED THAT NO 
FURTHER ae gh BEF ILED ae HEA ` 


MODIFICATION OF THE COURT'S ORDER RESTRICTING RESPONDENTS 
PARENTING TIME UNLESS OR UNTIL RESPONDENT FOLLOWS THE COURTS 
PREVIOUS ORDER REQUIRING COUNSELING TO BE OBTAINED BY THE 
RESPONDENT AND SUPERVISED REINTEGRATION WITH THE MINOR 
CHILDREN WITH THEIR COUNSELORS PRESENT. FOLLOWING ANY 
APPELLATE DECISION, OR UPON SUFFICIENT PROOF SUBMITTED THAT 
RESPONDENT HAS COMPLIED WITH THE COURT'S PREVIOUS ORDERS 
REQUIRING COUNSELING AND REINTEGRATION, IF A HEARING IS DEEMED 
APPROPRIATE, THE MATTER MAY BE HEARD BY AN GE BY 
THE CHIEF JUDGE TO CONDUCT THE HEARING JUDGE: DROEGE) 
04/08/2024 <******* Bench Notes *#*######> 
RESPONDENT'S DOCUMENTS ENTITLED "EX PARTE MOTION FOR RELIEF 
OF JUDGEMENT" E-MAILED TO THE CLERK OF THE DISTRICT COURT FOR 
FILING ON APRIL 4,2024, AT 10:56AM AND AGAIN AT 12:00PM, AND 
RESPONDENT'S "AMENDED EX PARTE MOTION FOR RELIEF OF JUDGEMENT 
FILED ON APRIL 5, 2024 AT 9:09AM, ALL FILED IN CASE NO. 18CV3813 ARE 
ALL DISALLOWED. RESPONDENT HAS NOT FILED A NOTICE OF APPEAL IN 
THIS CASE, AND THE RELIEF RESPONDENT REQUESTS PURSUANT TO KSA 
60-260(B) 1, 2, & 4 IS UNSUPPORTED BY ANY STATEMENTS OR PURPORTED 
EVIDENCE RESPONDENT SETS FORTH IN RESPONDENT'S MOTION. 
RESPONDENT MUST APPEAL THE COURT'S PREVIOUS DECISIONS TO THE 
KANSAS COURT OF APPEALS TO CHALLENGE THE COURT'S PREVIOUS 
ORDERS. ALL PREVIOUS ORDERS ARE VALID AND ENFORCEABLE UNLESS 
AND UNTIL THEY ARE REVERSED BY THE KANSAS COURT OF APPEALS. IN 
THE MEANTIME, THIS COURT HAS ORDERED THAT NO FURTHER 
PLEADINGS MAY BE FILED, OR HEARINGS HELD IN THIS CASE, UNLESS 
AND UNTIL THIS COURT'S PREVIOUS FINAL ORDER REGARDING CUSTODY 
_ AND PARENTING TIME ARE APPEALED, REVERSED, OR REMANDED BY THE 
KANSAS COURT OF APPEALS. NO PLEADINGS WILL ALLOW TO BE FILED 
OR HEARING SCHEDULED REGARDING MODIFICATION OF THE COURT'S 
ORDER RESTRICTING RESPONDENTS PARENTING TIME UNLESS OR UNTIL 
RESPONDENT FOLLOWS THE COURTS PREVIOUS ORDER REQUIRING 


Clerk of the District Court, Johnson County Kansas 
04/15/24 03:40pm DC 
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COUNSELING TO BE OBTAINED BY THE RESPONDENT AND SUPERVISED 
REINTEGRATION WITH THE MINOR CHILDREN WITH THEIR COUNSELORS 
PRESENT. FOLLOWING ANY APPELLATE DECISION, OR UPON SUFFICIENT 
PROOF SUBMITTED THAT RESPONDENT HAS COMPLIED WITH THE 
COURT'S PREVIOUS ORDERS REQUIRING COUNSELING AND 
REINTEGRATION, IF A HEARING IS DEEMED APPROPRIATE, THE MATTER 
MAY BE HEARD BY AN ASSIGNED JUDGE BY THE CHIEF JUDGE TO 
CONDUCT THE HEARING.(JUDGE: DROEGE) 

04/08/2024 FILE STAMP 4/8/2024, ORDER FROM THE COURT OF APPEALS, THE COURT 
DENIES PETITIONER'S PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDAMUS AND REQUEST 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELIEF. 

03/29/2024 <******* Bench Notes ******##**#> 
RESPONDENT'S DOCUMENT ENTITLED " RESPONDENT'S AMENDED 
MOTION TO MODIFY CHILD SUPPORT" EMAILED TO THE CLERK'S OFFICE 
ON MARCH 28, 2024, AT 1:05 PM IS DISALLOWED AS IT ATTEMPTS TO 
BOOTSTRAP ISSUES PREVIOUSLY DECIDED BY THE DISTRICT COURT INTO 
A CHILD SUPPORT MOTION AND THE HEARING OFFICER HAS NO 
JURISDICTION TO HEAR THE ISSUES IN RESPONDENT'S AMENDED MOTION 
OTHER THAN CHILD SUPPORT MODIFICATION. RESPONDENT HAS NOT 
FILED A NOTICE OF APPEAL IN THIS CASE, AND HAS MADE NO ATTEMPT 
TO APPEAL THE FINAL ORDERS ISSUED IN THIS CASE. IF REQUESTED, A 
NOTICE OF APPEAL WILL BE ALLOWED TO BE FILED OUT OF TIME BY THE 
RESPONDENT SO THAT HE MAY DOCKET HIS APPEAL WITH THE KANSAS 
COURT OF APPEALS TO CONTEST ANY OF THE RULINGS PREVIOUSLY 
MADE IN THIS CASE. 

03/29/2024 EERE KH Bench Notes KEEKKEKERS 
RESPONDENT'S DOCUMENT ENTITLED "MOTION TO CHANGE VENUE" E- 
MAILED TO THE CLERK'S OFFICE ON MARCH 27, 2024, AT 3:06 PM IS 
DISALLOWED FOR THE SAME REASONS PREVIOUS DOCUMENTS 
ATTEMPTED TO BE FILED IN THIS CASE WERE DISALLOWED. RESPONDENT 
HAS NOT APPEALED THE FINAL ORDERS IN THIS CASE AND HAS MADE NO 
ATTEMPT TO FILE A NOTICE OF APPEAL OF THE FINAL ORDERS ISSUED IN 
THIS CASE. IF REQUESTED, A NOTICE OF APPEAL WILL BE ALLOWED TO BE 
FILED OUT OF TIME BY THE RESPONDENT SO THAT HE MAY DOCKET HIS 
APPEAL WITH THE KANSAS COURT OF APPEALS TO CONTEST ANY OF THE 
RULINGS PREVIOUSLY MADE IN THIS CASE 


03/28/2024 FILE STAMP 3/28/2024, SHORT FORM DOMESTIC RELATIONS AFFIDAVIT OF 
RESPONDENT 


03/28/2024 FILE STAMP 3/28/2024, MOTION TO MODIFY CHILD SUPPORT 

03/1 3/2024 LH kkk kk Bench Notes KAKEKKKEKKS 
RESPONDENT'S DOCUMENTS ENTITLED "MOTION FOR JUDICIAL REVIEW 
E-MAILED TO THE CLERK OF THE DISTRICT COURT FOR FILING ON MARCH 
13, 2024, AT 14:13 HOURS IN CASE NO. 18CV3813 IS DISALLOWED. 
RESPONDENT HAS NOT FILED A NOTICE OF APPEAL IN THIS CASE, AND 
CONTRARY TO RESPONDENT'S CLAIMS, HE HAS MADE NO ATTEMPT TO 
FILE A NOTICE OF APPEAL OF THE FINAL ORDERS ISSUED IN THIS CASE. A 
NOTICE OF APPEAL WILL BE ALLOWED TO BE FILED BY THE RESPONDENT 
SO THAT HE MAY DOCKET HIS APPEAL WITH THE KANSAS COURT OF 
APPEALS. IN THE MEANTIME, THIS COURT HAS ORDERED THAT NO 
FURTHER PLEADINGS MAY BE FILED, OR HEARINGS HELD IN THIS CASE, 
UNLESS AND UNTIL THIS COURT'S PREVIOUS FINAL ORDER REGARDING 
CUSTODY AND PARENTING TIME ARE APPEALED, REVERSED, OR 
REMANDED BY THE KANSAS COURT OF APPEALS. NO PLEADINGS WILL 


Clerk of the District Court, Johnson County Kansas 
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ALLOW TO BE FILED OR HEARING SCHEDULED REGARDING 
MODIFICATION OF THE COURT'S ORDER RESTRICTING RESPONDENTS 
PARENTING TIME UNLESS OR UNTIL RESPONDENT FOLLOWS THE COURTS 
PREVIOUS ORDER REQUIRING COUNSELING TO BE OBTAINED BY THE 
RESPONDENT AND SUPERVISED REINTEGRATION WITH THE MINOR 
CHILDREN WITH THEIR COUNSELORS PRESENT. FOLLOWING ANY 
APPELLATE DECISION, OR UPON SUFFICIENT PROOF SUBMITTED THAT © 
RESPONDENT HAS COMPLIED WITH THE COURT'S PREVIOUS ORDERS 
REQUIRING COUNSELING AND REINTEGRATION IF A HEARING IS DEEMED 
APPROPRIATE, THE MATTER MAY BE HEARD BY AN ASSIGNED JUDGE BY 
THE CHIEF JUDGE TO CONDUCT THE HEARING.(JUDGE: JUDGE) 


03/04/2024 <******* Bench Notes *****#####> 
RESPONDENT'S DOCUMENT ENTITLED "UCCJEA AFFIDAVIT" E-MAILED TO 
THE CLERK'S OFFICE FOR FILING ON MARCH 4, 2024, IS DISALLOWED. 
THERE ARE NO PROCEEDINGS REGARDING CUSTODY OF THE MINOR 
CHILDREN IN THIS CASE PENDING OUTSIDE THE JURISDICTION OF 
JOHNSON COUNTY, KANSAS, AND THEREFORE NO NEED FOR UCCJEA 
CONSIDERATION. THE COURT HAS ORDERED THAT NO FURTHER 
PLEADINGS MAY BE FILED, OR HEARINGS SCHEDULED IN THIS CASE, 
UNLESS AND UNTIL THE COURT'S PREVIOUS RULING REGARDING 
CUSTODY AND PARENTING TIME ARE APPEALED, REVERSED, OR 
REMANDED BY THE KANSAS COURT OF APPEALS. NO PLEADINGS WILL BE 
ALLOWED TO BE FILED, OR HEARINGS SCHEDULED REGARDING 
MODIFICATION OF THE COURT'S ORDER RESTRICTING RESPONDENT'S 
PARENTING TIME UNLESS OR UNTIL RESPONDENT FOLLOWS THE COURT'S 
ORDER REQUIRING COUNSELING TO BE OBTAINED BY RESPONDENT AND 
SUPERVISED REINTEGRATION WITH THE MINOR CHILDREN WITH THEIR 
COUNSELOR'S PRESENT. PREVIOUS ORDERS REQUIRING COUNSELING AND 
REINTEGRATION, IF A HEARING IS DEEMED APPROPRIATE, THE MATTER 
MAY BE HEARD BY AN ASSIGNED JUDGE BY THE CHIEF JUDGE TO 
CONDUCT THE HEARING 
02/14/2024 <******* Bench Notes ********#> 
RESPONDENT'S "EX PARTE MOTION TO VACATE DOCUMENT 307" E-MAILED 
TO THE CLERK'S OFFICE FOR FILING ON FEBRUARY 14TH, 2024, IS 
DISALLOWED. NO FURTHER PLEADINGS MAY BE FILED, OR HEARING 
SCHEDULED IN THIS CASE, UNLESS AND UNTIL THE COURTS PREVIOUS 
RULING REGARDING CUSTODY AND PARENTING TIME ARE APPEALED, 
REVERSED, OR REMANDED BY THE KANSAS COURT OF APPEALS. NO 
PLEADINGS WILL BE ALLOWED TO BE FILED, OR HEARINGS SCHEDULED 
REGARDING RESPONDENT'S PARENTING TIME UNTIL RESPONDENT 
FOLLOWS THE COURT'S ORDER REQUIRING FAMILY COUNSELING AND 
REINTEGRATION WITH THE MINOR CHILDREN. FOLLOWING ANY 
APPELLATE DECISION, IF A HEARING IS DEEMED APPROPRIATE, THE 
MATTER MAY BE HEARD BY AN ASSIGNED JUDGE BY THE CHIEF JUDGE TO 
CONDUCT THE HEARING 
01/03/2024 <******* Bench Notes ******#**#> 
RESPONDENT'S MOTION FAXED TO THE CLERK ON DECEMBER 30, 2023, IS 
DISALLOWED FOR FILING BASED UPON THE PREVIOUS ORDERS ISSUED IN 
THIS CASE ON OCTOBER 1 THOSE ORDERS REQUIRE 
THAT NO FURTHER PLEADINGS MAY BE FILED, OR HEARINGS SCHEDULED 
IN THIS CASE UNLESS AND UNTIL THE COURT'S PREVIOUS RULING 
REGARDING CUSTODY AND PARENTING TIME ARE APPEALED, REVERSED 
OR REMANDED BY THE KANSAS COURT OF APPEALS. NO PLEADINGS WILL 
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BE ALLOWED, OR HEARINGS SCHEDULED REGARDING RESPONDENT'S 
PARENTING TIME UNTIL RESPONDENT FOLLOWS THE COURT'S ORDERS 
REQUIRING FAMILY COUNSELING AND REINTEGRATION WITH THE MINOR 
CHILDREN. FOLLOWING ANY APPELLATE DECISION, IF A HEARING IS 
DEEMED APPROPRIATE, THE MATTER WILL BE ASSIGNED TO AN OUT-OF- 
COUNTY JUDGE TO CONDUCT THE HEARING HERE IN THE 10TH JUDICIAL 
DISTRICT COURT 

12/12/2023 <**#**** Bench Notes **########> 
RESPONDENT'S MOTION FAXED TO THE CLERK ON DECEMBER 6, 2023, IS 
DISALLOWED FOR FILING BASED UPON THE PREVIOUS ORDERS ISSUED IN 
THIS CASE ON OCTOBER 18, 2023, BY JUDGE BURMASTER. THOSE ORDERS 
REQUIRE THAT NO FURTHER PLEADINGS MAY BE FILED, OR HEARINGS 
SCHEDULED IN THIS CASE UNLESS AND UNTIL THE COURT'S PREVIOUS 
RULING REGARDING CUSTODY AND PARENTING TIME ARE APPEALED, 
REVERSED OR REMANDED BY THE KANSAS COURT OF APPEALS. NO 
PLEADINGS WILL BE ALLOWED, OR HEARINGS SCHEDULED REGARDINGS 
RESPONDENT'S PARENTING TIME UNTIL RESPONDENT FOLLOWS THE 
COURT'S ORDERS REQUIRING FAMILY COUNSELING AND REINTEGRATION 
WITH THE MINOR CHILDREN. WHEN A HEARING IS DEEMED APPROPRIATE 
IN THIS CASE, THE MATTER WILL BE ASSIGNED TO AN OUT-OF- COUNTY 
JUDGE TO CONDUCT THE HEARING HERE IN THE 10TH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
COURT. 

12/05/2023 FILE STAMP 12/04/23, TRANSCRIPT OF HEARING (TAKEN ON 18 OCTOBER 
2023; PREPARED BY CAROL A ROBERTS CSR) 

11/28/2023 <******* Bench Notes ***osssee, 
BY ORDER OF THE CHIEF JUDGE, THE ORDER APPOINTING EDWARD BIGUS 
AS COUNSEL FOR MR. ESCALANTE IS RESCINDED AND WITHDRAWN AS 
CONTEMPT PROCEEDINGS HAVE BEEN RESOLVED AND A FINAL ORDER 
ENTERED ON OCTOBER 18, 2023. MR BIGUS IS REMOVED AS COUNSEL OF 


pie À 


11/16/2023 <******* Bench Notes ****2%*e*> 
BY ORDER OF THE CHIEF JUDGE THIS CASE IS TRANSFERRED TO AN OUT 
OF COUNTY GE FOR THE PURPOSE OF DOCKET AND CASELOAD 
MANAGEMENT: 


11/16/2023 Judge OUT OF COUNTY JUDGE assigned to case 
10/27/2023 FILE STAMP 10/27/2023, INCOME WITHHOLDING ORDER 


10/18/2023 <******* Bench Notes ********#> 
PETITIONER APPEARS BY COUNSEL, C. WILSON. RESPONDENT APPEARS IN 
PERSON WITH MR. BIGUS. COURT HEARS ARGUMENT OF FATHER AND 
COUNSELS. THE COURT FINDS FATHER HAS STEADFASTLY REFUSED TO 
SEE HIS CHILDREN FOR OVER A YEAR DESPITE BEING THREATENED WITH 
30 DAYS IN JAIL. FATHER HAS PROVIDED THE MOST MINIMAL OF 
FINANCIAL SUPPORT FOR HIS CHILDREN. INSTEAD, HE HAS SPENT HIS 
TIME FILING FRIVILOUS LAWSUITS AND POSTING EXTENSIVE AND 
ABSOLUTELY FALSE ALLEGATIONS ONLINE AGAINST THE COURT AND 
OTHERS - ALL WHILE HE REFUSES TO SEE HIS CHILDRE. THE COURT SEES 
NO JUST REASON FOR FURTHER DELAY. THE COURT ISSUES A FINAL 
ORDER REGARDING THE ISSUE OF PARENTING TIME AND WILL REFER ALL 
FURTHER LITIGATION REGARDING CHILD SUPPORT TO THE HEARING 
OFFICER. AS FATHER HAS ACTIVELY ESTRANGED HIMSELF FROM HIS 
CHILDREN, THE COURT WILL NOT ENTERTAIN FURTHER MOTIONS BY 
FATHER OF ANY KIND UNTIL HE CONTACTS LIVINGSTON COUNSELING 


Clerk of the District Court, Johnson County Kansas 
04/15/24 03:40pm DC 
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(D) Notwithstanding the restrictions in paragraph (A), a judge © 
may make public statements in the course of official duties, may 
explain court procedures, and may comment on any proceeding in 
which the judge is a litigant in a personal capacity. 
COMMENT 


[1] This Rule’s restrictions on judicial speech are essential to the 
maintenance of the independence, integrity, and impartiality of 
the judiciary. 

[2] This Rule does not prohibit a judge from commenting on 
proceedings in which the judge is a litigant in a personal capacity. 
In cases in which the judge is a litigant in an official capacity, such 
as a writ of mandamus, the judge must not comment publicly. 


RULE 2.11 


(2) The judge knows that the judge, the judge’s spouse or 
domestic partner, or a person within the third degree of 
relationship to either of them, or the spouse or domestic 
partner of such a person is: 
(a) a party to the proceeding, or an officer, director, general 
partner, managing member, or trustee of a party; 


(b) acting as a lawyer in the proceeding; 
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(3) The judge knows that he or she, individually or as a 
fiduciary, or the judge’s spouse, domestic partner, parent, or 
child, or any other member of the judge’s family residing in the 
judge’s household, has an economic interest in the subject 
matter in controversy or in a party to the proceeding. 


(4) The judge, while a judge or a judicial candidate, has made a 
public statement, other than in a court proceeding, judicial 
decision, or opinion, that commits the judge to reach a 
particular result or rule in a particular way in the proceeding or 


controversy. 


(a) served as a lawyer in the matter in controversy, or was 
associated with a lawyer who participated substantially as a 
lawyer in the matter during such association; 


(b) served in governmental employment, and in such capacity 
participated personally and substantially as a lawyer or public 
official concerning the proceeding, or has publicly expressed 
in such capacity an opinion concerning the merits of the 
particular matter in controversy; 


(d) previously presided as a judge over the matter in another 
court. 
(B) A judge shall keep informed about the judge’s personal and 
fiduciary economic interests, and make a reasonable effort to keep 
informed about the personal economic interests of the judge’s 
spouse or domestic partner and minor children residing in the 
judge’s household. 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
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Division Char ks Res of. ain 
¥Clod u5 
MATTHEW ESCALANTE T geri 22 LS asos 
et al S.J.E, a minor child ) aso No, be r) 
& S.G.E, a minor child hs oD ve PTT. 
Plaintiff(s) ) BENCH x séls w Lhe 
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CHARLES DROEGE rece cee 
in his official capacity as appe 
Chief Judge of the Johnson Co. District Court y +; g7 a? p5 
Defendant(s) ) + ge yer 
) at- 
) ge 


COMPLAINT AGAINST THE CHIEF JUDGE OF THE JOHNSON COUNTY DT. CT. 
FOR VIOLATION OF CIVIL RIGHTS UNDER THE COLOR OF LAW 


DEPRIVATIONS OF CONST AMDT 6.6.5, 14 §1.5.5.2 & 14S1.5.8.1 
THAT NO STATE SHALL ABRIDGE 


NOTICE 


Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 5.2 addresses the privacy and security concerns resulting from public access to 
electronic court files. Under this rule, papers filed with the court should not contain: an individual’s full social 
security number or full birth date; the full name of a person known to be a minor; or a complete financial account 
number. A filing may include only: the last four digits of a social security number; the year of an individual’s 
birth; a minor’s initials; and the last four digits of a financial account number. 


Except as noted in this form, plaintiff need not send exhibits, affidavits, grievance or witness statements, or any 
other materials to the Clerk’s Office with this complaint. 


In order for your complaint to be filed, it must be accompanied by the filing fee or an application to proceed in 
forma pauperis. 
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Pro Se 15 (Rev. 12/16) Complaint for Violation of Civil Rights 


I. The Parties to This Complaint 


A. 


The Plaintiff(s) 


lon—Prisoner) 


Provide the information below for each plaintiff named in the complaint. Attach additional pages if 


needed. 


Name 
Address 


County 
Telephone Number 
E-Mail Address 


The Defendant(s) 


Matthew Aaron Escalante 

733 Hemlock St 

Gardner KS 66030 
City State Zip Code 

Johnson County 

913-286-2250 

eskie678@aol.com 


Provide the information below for each defendant named in the complaint, whether the defendant is an 
individual, a government agency, an organization, or a corporation. For an individual defendant, 
include the person’s job or title (if known) and check whether you are bringing this complaint against 
them in their individual capacity or official capacity, or both. Attach additional pages if needed. 


Defendant No. 1 
Name 
Job or Title (if known) 
Address 


County 
Telephone Number 
E-Mail Address (if known) 


Defendant No. 2 
Name 
Job or Title (if known) 
Address 


County 
Telephone Number 
E-Mail Address (if known) 


Charles Droege 
Chief Judge of the District Court of Johnson Co. in the 10th District 


150 W Santa Fe St 


Olathe KS 66061 
City State Zip Code 
Johnson 


=] Individual capacity Official capacity 


City j State Zip Code 


T Individual capacity [| Official capacity 
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Pro Se 15 (Rev. 12/16) Complaint for Violation of Civil Rights (Non-Prisoner 


Defendant No. 3 
Name 
Job or Title (if known) 
Address 


City State Zip Code 
County 
Telephone Number 
E-Mail Address (if known) 


lial Individual capacity KJ Official capacity 


Defendant No. 4 
Name 
Job or Title (Gf known) 
Address 


City ~ State Zip Code 
County 
Telephone Number 
E-Mail Address (if known) 


E Individual capacity [| Official capacity 


Il. Basis for Jurisdiction 


Under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, you may sue state or local officials for the “deprivation of any rights, privileges, or 
immunities secured by the Constitution and [federal laws].” Under Bivens v. Six Unknown Named Agents of 
Federal Bureau of Narcotics, 403 U.S. 388 (1971), you may sue federal officials for the violation of certain 
constitutional rights. 


A. 


Are you bringing suit against (check all that apply): 
i Federal officials (a Bivens claim) 
State or local officials (a § 1983 claim) 


Section 1983 allows claims alleging the “deprivation of any rights, privileges, or immunities secured by 
the Constitution and [federal laws].” 42 U.S.C. § 1983. If you are suing under section 1983, what 
federal constitutional or statutory right(s) do you claim is/are being violated by state or local officials? 


Constitution Amdt14.S1.5.8.1 Parental and Children's Rights and Due Process 
Amdt14.S1.5.5.2 Impartial Judge and Jury 
Amdt6.6.5 Right to Effective Assistance of Counsel 


Plaintiffs suing under Bivens may only recover for the violation of certain constitutional rights. If you 
are suing under Bivens, what constitutional right(s) do you claim is/are being violated by federal 
officials? 


Pa 
Clerk of the District Court, Johnson County Kansas neers 


04/15/24 03:40pm DC 


Case 2:23-cv-02529-JWB-TJJ Document 13-1 Filed 04/15/24 Page 28 of 37 


Case 2:23-cv-02536-TC-ADM Document1 Filed 12/05/23 Page 4 of 8 


Pro Se 15 (Rev. 12/16) Complaint for Violation of Civil Rights (Non—Prisoner) 
= eee eee eee 


D. Section 1983 allows defendants to be found liable only when they have acted “under color of any 
statute, ordinance, regulation, custom, or usage, of any State or Territory or the District of Columbia.” 
42 U.S.C. § 1983. If you are suing under section 1983, explain how each defendant acted under color 
of state or local law. If you are suing under Bivens, explain how each defendant acted under color of 


federal law. Attach additional pages if needed. 
Chief Judge Charles Droege shows his name/intials on several entries in the Plaintiffs public civil 
docket as transferred out of county. Plaintiff has credible witness that also can support that Plaintiff's 
cases have actually not been transferred out of county and a deception of the civil dockets is sc place 
at the actions of the chief judge. One case is a civil custody case that contains due process rights o 
minors and fathers being taken from them. Defendant also violating Plaintiffs rights under 18USC2265 

Section D3 to Ww, in evidence minimun months by p icly disclosing informati , hief Judg 
can't on the Johnson county public website 

Il. Statement of Claim 


noy ate 


State as briefly as possible the facts of your case. Describe how each defendant was personally involved in the 
alleged wrongful action, along with the dates and locations of all relevant events. You may wish to include 
further details such as the names of other persons involved in the events giving rise to your claims. Do not cite 
any cases or statutes. If more than one claim is asserted, number each claim and write a short and plain 
statement of each claim in a separate paragraph. Attach additional pages if needed. 


A. Where did the events giving rise to your claim(s) occur? 
10th Judicial District Johnson County Courthouse 
150 W Santa Fe St 
Olathe KS 66061 
B. What date and approximate time did the events giving rise to your claim(s) occur? 


Defendant Manipulated civil dockets in several entries: 
11/16/2023 Judge OUT OF COUNTY JUDGE assigned to case DISSOLUTION/DIVORCE ACTION 
11/16/2023 Judge OUT OF COUNTY JUDGE assigned to case 22CV03391 PROTECTION FROM STALKING 


Time of day: Unknown i 


C. What are the facts underlying your claim(s)? (For example: What happened to you? Who did what? 
Was anyone else involved? Who else saw what happened?) 


In the Johnson county public records website of the Olathe Courthouse dockets 
https://public.jococourts.org/civroa.aspx?which=18CV03813 & 
https://public.jococourts.org/civroa.aspx?which=22CV03391 

The Delcadant marked his name (SUDGE:DROEGE) next to many docket annotations on 11/16/23 and 

11/28/23. The Plaintiff and minor children plaintiff have the evidence with witness testimonies that the 

Chief Judge, ctfally as possibly Plaintiff's state, Chief Judge is lying and deceiving the Judiciary and the 
General Public, bus Moreover in these chief actions described before and hereafter are with intent meant to 

deprive the Plaintiff's of Due Process Rights under the 14th Amendment; that no State shall abridge without 
authorization in justification. 

The Civil Cases of Seabee wto) and 22CV03391(Prot Order) are said obese to have been transferred 
by Chief Judge Order on 11/16/23, and then Chief Judge attempts to re-affirm this as a "Truth’ on 11/28/23 stating 

in docket that Edward Bigus(attorney appointed by jade burmaster for Plaintiff in past) is rescinded as doc 307. 
Except the Plaintiff Father, who is pro se attorney, and authorized to practice law in his own civil and criminal 
Kansas cases Dy wers i onstitution h not been ven a cop is’ dge Order o ASE 
Transfer”. Plaintiff has asked the JoCo clerks for a copy and/or where the County cases are now located at, and 

did not get answer. And the plaintiff was at the court for a hearing on 12/4/23 and he politely asked the 

Sheriff if they could consider getting a copy of this, "Chief Judge Order of Case transfer” and sheriff yas, ice 


in reply and said, he could pursue that and wished Mr Escalante a nice day. And Mr Escalante replied the same, 


at 0 g MICI 
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As of November 16, 2023 the Plaintiff's are being deprived of Due Process rights and access to the Courts, 

these are both clauses under the 14th Amendment that are guaranteed to the Plaintiff's unless there is a valid 

reason that the Defendant could give that satisfies as an answer different that Judicial rules under Kan R Rel Jud 

2 - Canons 2.2, 2.3, and 2.16 just to name a few aren't being breached by chief judge with this racially prejudice 
actions against 3 individuals and two are minors that have a last name of c decent. The kids mother, 

the Petitioner of 18CV03813 and plaintiff of 22CV03391 is Caucasian, and look how much favoritism that 

young lady is shown in the district courts. It's a favoritism depriving rights that now has a district court judge in the 
federal court case of Escalante v Burmaster. This is not a grievance a Bass any type of ruling. This is a federal’ complaint 
that Chief Judge Charles Droege is acting against the Plaintiffs, dad and 2 minor daughters, to deprive them 

of 14th Amendment rights under the color of Law with intent to deceive and while chief judge is doing all this 

while in ‘Clear absence of all Jurisdiction’ by withholding the dockets of 18CV03813 and 22CV03813 as Closed and 
marked Transferred. If the cases of 18CV03813 are transferred to OUT OF COUNTY, than jurisdiction was 
transferred with them out of Doege or Burmaster jurisdiction. If chief judge is seen acting in or working with attorney. 
But that is not the Truth. 

still in the cases beforementioned then he is in ‘clear absence of ALL jurisdiction’ because he gave it away to OC judge. 
The Court Stenographer Carol Roberts, is now a witness to this deprivation, as she has produced transcript for the 
docket of 18CV03813 it was presented as Justification to deny Judge Burmasters immunity in 2:23-CV02471. 

The Kansas Supreme Court requires a docket notation be made of transcript given in 18CV03813, like every 
transcript has to have done when its given to a party in a case. She informs Plaintiff that she did see the case was also 
transferred ‘Out of County’ and she indicates she has sent off for a docket notation to be made in the civil case of 
18CV03183 regarding the transcript from 10-18-23 that was produced and Plaintiff see's thats not being allowed to 
docket as Supreme Court rules say it needs to be docketed. It is not being docketed in the district 

court. 


One could say, well then the Case is OUT OF COUNTY then, but No, another witness for this case is Edward Bigus 
Attorney at Law. 


Bigus reaches out to Plaintiff on the morning of 12/4/23 and informs, ‘Your case in NOT transferred’ and lays 
out provision for what has to be done in the case of Johnson county 18CV03813. And how does he know this? 
This docket notation from 18CV03813 says Charles Droege should not be sending an Attorney Bigus 

who he rescinded off the case, to go inform Mr Escalante(Plaintiff) that the case is still in county and they're just 
not letting him practice law in it as his own counsel, and this is a civil custody case of the Plaintiff Minor children 
and also a second case of Protection from Stalking that has active motions in it that are now past statute allowance 
to be heard. Chief Judge took Bigus off the Case, and purportedly transferred out of county, so 

why is Chief communicating with Bigus still 11/28/2023 <******* Bench Notes *********> 


BY ORDER OF THE CHIEF JUDGE, THE ORDER APPOINTING EDWARD BIGUS AS COUNSEL FOR 
MR. ESCALANTE IS RESCINDED AND WITHDRAWN AS CONTEMPT PROCEEDINGS HAVE BEEN 
RESOLVED AND A FINAL ORDER ENTERED ON OCTOBER 18, 2023. MR BIGUS IS REMOVED AS 
COUNSEL OF RECORD (DOC 307)(JUDGE: DROEGE) 


Plaintiff's do not deserve what the 10th District Chief judge is giving them in these events described. We have 
Rights, whether I have an attorney or not. 


No state court shall abridge the PLAINTIFF MATTHEW ESCALANTE, & S.J.E, a minor child & S.G.E, 

a minor child's God given i oe of Due Process in the courts. But Chief Judge is abrid and depriving 

14th Amendment rights of the 3 Plaintiff's. He is with intent maliciously acting against their 3's companision ship 
and love. 


And I, the Plaintiff, as their father now request the Summons to invoke on Charles Droege in the Kansas High 
Court for Answer, of the allegations before mentioned because Chief is acting in "clear absence of ALL jurdisction' 
in 18CV03813 and 22CV03391, if he in evidence, and witness testimonies as still having his hands, docket entries, 
and interaction of information exchanges with the attorney in it who he said is no longer in it. I request 

Chief Judge Summons to provide answer to Plaintiffs before the Honorable Magistrate Teresa James. 


And Plaintiff is trying to be a Dad without district court interferences, this is atrocious. Plaintiff is regretful 
to have to take these actions but is left with no choice. 


The Other Claim of this Lawsuit is the Chief Judge is the Adminstrative Boss of the Court, the Court is violating the 
rights of the Plaintiff, Matthew Escalante, whom is defendant in the district court of Jo.Co,. And as a defendant, 
18USC 2265 states that the Joco Court is not permitted to Publicly release domestic relation case information. 
But the district court does this everyday with 22CV03391. Plaintiff has video, screenshots, screen recordings of over a 
dozen times this has happened and it was captured. But domestic relations cases are being disclosed multiple times per 
day, in what appears like system hiccups or ‘burp’ but regardless 18USC2265 states it cant happen and needed to be 
fixed and Plaintiff reported this to HR and the Court many times last time reported in June 2023. The court is negligent 
with protected rights. And these are the proofs of claims: the source code was copied from 12/5/23 while the Domestic 
Relations case 22Cv03391 was being publicly disclosed and plaintiff downloaded it and here is a piece of the code next 
age: Thats an 18USC2265 Section D violation for Johnson county to do against the Defendant of 22CV03391 under 
the VAWA If the Chief Judge is say that it is not a violation of Plaintiff's rights, then Plaintiff feels that a supportive 
affirmative that 22CV03391 IS NOT COMPLIANT WITH 18USC2265 anyway and for reasonings that are described 
in 2:23-CV02471 and 2:23-CV0491 and 2:23CV02595. Plaintiff feels he has a right to be upset given the amount of 
compelling evidence supporting each one of these cases up. 
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<table width='90%"' border = 8 align ='top' style='Z-INDEX: 101; LEFT: 10px;'><tr bgcolor='wheat' align = top><td style=" 
vertical-align:top'>11/16/2023</td><td aligat ><******* Bench Notes *********><br> BY ORDER OF THE CHIEF E THIS 
CASE IS SFERRED TO AN OUT OF CO JUDGE FOR THE PURPOSE OF DOCKET AND CASELOAD MANAGEM] Case 
E: DROEGE)</td></tr><tr bgcolor=wheat’ align = top><td style='vertical-align:top'>11/16/2023</td><td align=top> 
Judge OUT OF COUNTY JUDGE assigned to case </td></tr><tr bgcolor="wheat’ = top><td ee 
10/18/2023</td><td align=top>FILE STAMP 10/18/23, NOTICE TO THE COURT</td></tr><tr bgcolor="wheat’ align = a) F ÇEL 
top><td style="vertical-align:top'>10/16/2023</td><td align=top>FILE STAMP 10/13/2023, MOTION TO INTER Haeie $ 
</td></tr><tr lor='wheat' align = top><td style='vertical-align:top'>10/16/2023</td><td align=top>FILE STAMP 10/13/2023, 
MOTION TO MODIFY PROTECTION FROM STALKING, SEXUAL ASSAULT, OR HUMAN CKING ORDER</td></tr> | > OS 2 å s 
lor='wheat' align = top><td style='vertical-align:top'>08/10/2023</td><td align=top><"*****" Bench Notes ****°*"""><br> 
WITH CO 3 N ÍN PERSON. DEFENDANT APPEARS PRO SE IN PERSON. AT ISSUE, 
MOTON TO EXTEND PFS 3 YEARS. COURT HEARS ARGUMENT AND REVIEWS ADMITTED EVIDENCE. COURT FINDS 
BASIS TO EXTEND. GOOD CAUSE SHWON. PFS EXTENDED 3 YEARS. DEFENDANT SERVED. DEFENDANT MAY NOT Bre Code 
EMAIL PETITIONER'S COUNSEL UNLESS TO SEND A PLEADING. ALL OTHER CORRESPONDENCE TO BE BY MAIL. DEFENDANT Q 
MADE A REQUEST PURSUANT TO KSA 77-525. THAT STATUTE APPLIES TO ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES AND NOT THE p dhe 
JUDICIAL BRANCH PER 77-502(A).(RPTR: RECORDING)(JUDGE: BURMASTER)</td></tr><tr bgcolor='wheat' align = top><td style=" To unl pad 
Verdeal aligortop'=08/10/2023</0d <td align=top>FILE STAMP 08/10/2023, SHERIFF RETURN 00D KS, FINAL PROTECTION 
ST. G ORDER SERVED CONFIDENTIAL POLICE DEPARTMENT 08/10/2023 E/S</td></tr><tr bgcolor="wheat ali 
<td style='vertical-align:top'>08/10/2023</td><td align=top>FINAL PROTECTION STALKING ORDER ISSUED TO THE 
JO CO KS "CONFID! POLICE DEPARTMENT" </td></tr>ctr b lor="wheat’ align = top><td style='vertical-align:top'>08/10/2023 
=top>FILE STAMP 8/10/2023, EXTENSION OF PROTECTION FROM G ORDER FOR THREE ADDITIONAL 
TO LIFE, DEFT SERVER IN COURT</td></tr><tr bgcolor='wheat' = top><td style='vertical-align:top’>07/28/2023 
</td><td align=top>FILE STAMP 07/28/2023, SHERIFF RETURN JO CO KS, PR: (ON FROM STALKING ORDER, NOTICE AND 
AMENDED SERVED MATTHEW AARON ESCALANTE 07/28/2023 E/S</td></tr><tr bgcolor='wheat’ align = top><td style='vertical- 
align:top'>07/28/2023</td><td align-top>FILE STAMP 07/28/2023, SHERIFF RETURN JO CO KS, MOTION TO EXTEND 
PROTECTION ORDER SERVED MATTHEW AARON ESCALANTE 07/28/2023 E/S</td></tr><tr bgcolor=' wheat’ align = top><td 
style='vertical-align:top'>07/26/2023</td><td align=top>FILE STAMP 07/26/2023, SHERIFF RETURN JO CO KS, NOTICE OF 
HEARING ONLY SERVED GARDNER DEPT OF PUBLIC SAFETY 07/26/2023 E/S</td></tr><tr bgcolor="wheat’ = top><td style= 
‘vertical-align:top'>07/26/2023</td><td align=top>NOTICE OF HEARING ONLY ISSUED TO THE SHERIFF OF JO CO KS 
"GARDNER DEPT OF PUBLIC SAFETY"</td></tr><tr bgcolor="wheat' align = top><td style="vertical-align:top'>07/26/2023</td> 
<td align=top>NOTICE OF HEARING ONLY ISSUED TO THE SHERIFF OF JO CO KS “MATTHEW AARON ESCALANTE"</td> 
</tr><tr bgcolor="wheat' align = top><td style="vertical-align:top'>07/26/2023</td><td =top>FILE STAMP 07/26/23, AMENDED 
NOTICE OF IN PERSON HEARING ( ON MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF PROTECTION)</td></tr><tr bgcolor="wheat' align = top> 


<tds cen apap por ef tom ag Nat align=top>ORDER AND NOTICE ISSUED TO THE S OF JOCOKS 
AARON ESCALANTE 


"MA’ "</td></tr><tr bgcolor='wheat’ diga = top><td style='vertical-align:top'>07/26/2023</td> 
<td align=top>FILE STAMP 07/26/23, REQUEST AND SERVICE INS UCTION FORM</td></tr><tr bgcolor='wheat' align = top><td 
style='vertical-align:top'>07/25/2023</td><td align=top>FILE STAMP 07/25/23, NOTICE OF SERVICE</td></tr><tr bgcolor='wheat' 
align = top><td style='vertical-align:top'>07/25/2023</td><td align=top>FILE STAMP 07/25/23, NOTICE OF IN-PERSON HEARING 
</td></tr><tr lor="wheat' align = top><td le verticat-align:rop>07/25/2023</td><td align=top>FILE STAMP 07/25/23, ORDER 
TEMPORARILY EXTENDING PROTECTION FROM ST. G ORDER</td></tr><tr bgcolor='wheat' align = top><td style 
='yertical-align:top'>07/24/2023</td><td al nig EIEE STAMP 07/24/23, PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR TEMPO Y EX SION 
OF PROTECTION FROM STALKING ORDER P ING HEARING ON THE FINAL EXTENSION REQUEST AND FOR IMMEDIATE 
RULING PURSUANT TO SUPREME COURT RULE 133</td></tr><tr bgcolor='wheat' align = top><td le='vertical-align:top’>07/21/2023 
</td><td align=top>FILE STAMP 07/21/2023, SHERIFF RETURN JO CO KS, NOTICE MOTION TO EXTEND PROTECTION 
ORDER NO SERVICE MATTHEW AARON ESCALANTE 07/21/2023 E/S</td></tr><tr bgcolor='wheat' align = top><td style="vertical- 
align:top'>07/21/2023</td><td align=top>FILE STAMP 07/21/2023, SHERIFF RETURN JO CO KS, NOTICE AND MOTION TO EXTEND 
PROTECTION ORDER NO SERVICE GARDNER DEPT OF PUBLIC SAFETY 07/21/2023 Reta SEA E baets liat align = top><td s 
ape rage eg :top'>07/21/2023</td><td align=top>NOTICE AND MOTION TO EXTEND PROTECTION ORDER ISSUED TO THE SHERIFF 
F JO CO KS “GARDNER DEPT OF PUBLIC SAFETY"</td></tr><tr bgcolor='wheat' align = top><td style='vertical-ali stop'>07/21/2023</td> 
<td align=top>NOTICE AND MOTION TO EXTEND PROTECTION ORDER ISSUED TO THE S OF JO CO KS "MATTHEW AARON 
ES "</td></tr><tr Sgeolan miat align = top><td style='vertical-align:top'>07/21/2023</td><td align=top>FILE STAMP 07/21/2 
3, NOTICE OF IN PERSON NG ( MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF PROTECTION ORDER)</td></tr><tr bgcolor='wheat' align = top>< 
td style='vertical-align:top'>07/21/2023</td><td align=top>SCHED. MOTION TO EXTEND on 08/10/23,10:00am, Div 14</td></tr><tr ae 
‘wheat’ align = ey style='vertical- :top'>07/12/2023</td><td align=top>FILE STAMP 07/12/23, PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR SION 
OF PROTECTION FROM STALKING ORDER PURSUANT TO K.S.A. 60-31A06</td></tr><tr lor="wheat’ = top><td style="vertical 
Bs er Ee 30/2022</td><td align=top>FILE STAMP 11/29/22, PETITIONER'S RESPONSE TO RESPOND! S EMERGENCY MOTION 
FO CUSAL TO DISQUALIFY OR CHANGE THE JUDGE FOR CAUSE FOR REVIEW BY THE PRECEDING JUDGE TO DISSOLVE THE PES 
(DOC 11) AND REQUEST FOR SANCTIONS AND ATTORNEY'S FEES</td></tr><tr bgcolor='wheat' align = Sy Ir sie eT 
1/15/2022</td><td align=top>FILE STAMP 11/15/2022, EMERGENCY MOTION FOR SAL TO DISQU. OR CHANGE JUDGE 
FOR CAUSE FOR BY THE PRECEDING JUDGE TO DISSOLVE THE PFS</td></tr><tr lor="wheat' align = top><td tips 
ey ee 2022</td><td align=top>FILE STAMP 07/28/2022, SHERIFF RETURN JO CO KS, FINAL PROTECTION ST. G ORDER 
SERVED LENEXA POLICE DEPARTMENT 07/28/2022 E/S</td></tr><tr Ly caper align = top><td style='vertical- mo '>07/28/2022 
</td><td align=top>FINAL PROTECTION STALKING ORDER ISSUED TO SHERIFF OF JO CO KS" POLICE DEPARTMENT” 
</td></tr><tr lor='wheat' align = top><td style='vertical-align:top'>07/28/2022</td><td align=top>FILE STAMP 07/28/22, FINAL ORDER 
OF PROTECTION FROM ST. IG, SEXUAL ASSAULT, Ok HUMAN TRAFFICKING *EMAIL SERVICE ACCEPTED**</td></tr><tr 
bgcolor="wheat’ aliga = top><td siyle Terea eee 28/2022</td><td align=top>Changed Case Status: From: PENDING To: TERMIN 
A (SETTLED WITH JUDGE ACTION)</td></tr><tr lor='wheat' = top><td style='vertical-align:top'>07/28/2022</td><td igorr 
op><******* Bench Notes *********><br> DEFENDANT MO APPEARS IN 22CV3317 AND PETITIO) IN 22CV3391 WITH COUNSEL, 
C. WILSON. PETITIONER FATHER APPEARS IN 22CV3317 AND DEFENDANT IN 22CV3391 PRO SE. MOTHER MOVES TO DISMISS 
22CV3317 FOR FAILURE TO STATE CLAIM. GRANTED. TRIAL PROCEEDS ON 22CV3391, PARTIES ARE SWORN AND TETSIFY. 
COURT FINDS PETITIONER MEETS BURDEN. PFS GRANTED. COURT TAKES UP 18CV3313. FATHER ELECTS TO WITHDRAW 
ALL PENDING MOTIONS, COURT INFORMS FATHER HE HAS DONE THIS BEFORE AND IF HE ELECTS THIS SAME COURSE THE 
COURT WILL DISMISS ALL HIS PENDING MOTIONS WITH PREJUDICE. FATHER ASSERTS HIS UNDERSTANDING AND ASKS TO 
DISMISS ALL HIS PENDING MOTIONS. GRANTED. CONTINUE FOR FURTHER REVIEW TO 10/25/22 AT 2:00 PM. PARTIES ORDERED 
TO APPEAR BY ZOOM. PRIOR ORDERS REMIAN IN EFFECT INCLUDING GAL AND SUPERVISED PARENTING TIME.(RPTR: 
RECORDING)JUDGE: BURMASTER)</td></tr><tr a align = top><td style='vertical-align:top'>07/27/2022</td><td =top> 
FILE STAMP 07/27/22, PLAINTIFF'S MOTION REQ" G THE COURT TAKE JUDICIAL NOTICE OF JOHNSON COUNTY D) CT 
COURT CASE NUMBERS 18DV925, 18DV1086, 18CV3100, 18CV3317, 18CV3813</td></tr><tr bgcolor='wheat' = top><td style="vertica 
1-align:top'>07/14/2022</td><td align=top>FILE STAMP 07/14/2022, SHERIFF RETURN JO CO KS, PROTECTION FROM ST. G ORDER, 
. NOTICE AND ORDER OF CO) ANCE SERVED LENEXA POLICE DEPARTMENT 07/14/2022 E/S</td></tr><tr bgcolor='wheat' align 


= top><td style='vertical-align:top’>07/14/2022</td><td align=to; >ORDER OF CONTINUANCE ISSUED TO THE 
LENEXA POLICE NEPAR EMER c/tdec/tesctr hocalar whea alion = tanserd stele='vertical-alion:tan’s7/1 Prey labe} fal : 
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Case 2:23-cv-02536-TC-ADM Document1 Filed 12/05/23 Page 7 of 8 


Pro Se 15 (Rev. 12/16) Complaint for Violation of Civil Rights (Non—Prisoner) 
PE a) ee ee ee eee OA 


IV. Injuries 


If you sustained injuries related to the events alleged above, describe your injuries and state what medical 
treatment, if any, you required and did or did not receive. 


The amount of injuries the Plaintiffs are experience in unable to fully described. The Chief Judge is leading 
actiions with an intent to harm the plaintiffs companionship, love, trust, mentorship, image, reputation. 
He Meet: emotional and mental harm to minor children, as all the other defendants are too involved 

in atrocity. 

The Defendant Droege is tampering a domestic relations protection from stalking case that Does have 

an active motion to modify of legal sufficiency docketed that is now way past statute requirement 

of being heard within 21 days KSA 60-31a06 KSA 60-31a05. 

Plaintiff is convinced the above facts are a crime. 


V. Relief 


State briefly what you want the court to do for you. Make no legal arguments. Do not cite any cases or statutes. 
If requesting money damages, include the amounts of any actual damages and/or punitive damages claimed for 


the acts alleged. Explain the basis for these claims. 


Injunctive immediate relief from the chief judge's malicious actions by the High Court removing ALL 


of the Plaintiff's civil and criminal cases from the Johnson ey pe. Plaintiff feels thats the only 
resolution that can be granted since apparently the laws of the US do not allow for compensatory and/or punitive 
damages on Chief Judge of a district court 

Plaintiff feels that he has shown enough compelling evidence of intentive deprivations that . 

the court should grant the Plaintiffs a Civil professional oe in the Kansas High Courts to stream line efficiency 
and to ensure fairness is given to the inexperience pro se Plainti 

and to not produce any image of disrespect from Plaintiff, that is not what the Plaintiff aims to project but 
Defendant(s) are creating these circumstances in the district court. The Plaintiff's friends and Emily are paying 
for the movements of lawsuit in the Kansas High Court, and it should not be their burden but they also see Rights 
being stolen and stepped on by the JoCo court and they are impacted as well. 

And whatever else relief the High Court may feel is equitable and just. 


Page 5 of 6 
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Pro Se 15 (Rev. 12/16) Complaint for Violation of Civil Rights (Non—Prisoner 


VCore Cig 


Under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 11, by signing below, I certify to the best of my knowledge, information, 
and belief that this complaint: (1) is not being presented for an improper purpose, such as to harass, cause 
unnecessary delay, or needlessly increase the cost of litigation; (2) is supported by existing law or by a 
nonfrivolous argument for extending, modifying, or reversing existing law; (3) the factual contentions have 
evidentiary support or, if specifically so identified, will likely have evidentiary support after a reasonable 
opportunity for further investigation or discovery; and (4) the complaint otherwise complies with the 
requirements of Rule 11. 


A. For Parties Without an Attorney 


I agree to provide the Clerk’s Office with any changes to my address where case-related papers may be 
served. I understand that my failure to keep a current address on file with the Clerk’s Office may result 
in the dismissal of my case. 


Date of signing: 12/05/23 


Signature of Plaintiff E 6 Se ee 


Printed Name of Plaintiff 
B. For Attorneys 


Date of signing: 


Signature of Attorney - 
Printed Name of Attorney 
Bar Number 

Name of Law Firm 
Address 


À City State Zip Code 
Telephone Number 
E-mail Address 
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(Search J{ case History (Roa) ){ Plaintitt/Detendamt ){ Court Events }{ other Cases J( Accounting J| 


aA S ATE G Sort by Descending Order Print Friendly 


[0092034 FILE STAMP 04/09/24, ORDER DENYING DEFENDANT'S MOTION TO 
<= ERMINATE/MODIFY PROTECTION ORDER | 

_ {04082024 ETT E STAMP 4/5/2024, EXPARTE DEFENDANT FATHERS MOTION TO. 
EXTENDED ORDER 22CV3391 FOR NONCOMPLIANCE WITH FEDER 
18USC2265 AND KANSAS LAW OF (K.S.A 60-31 A06(E)) 

04/08/2024 FIL E STAMP 4/8/2024, ORDER FROM THE COURT OF APPEALS, THE 

| EXTRAORDINARY RELIEF OF A WRIT MANDAMUS CANNOT BE IN’ 
ONTROL SUCH DISCRETIONARY DECISIONS 

03/13/2024 | <kk**KEX Bench Notes t**#*####> 


j 
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Ch bit = 


© 


LII > U.S. Code > Title 18 > PARTI > CHAPTER 110A > §2265 


Quick search by citation: 
Title 


enter title 
Section 
| section 


Go! 


18 U.S. Code § 2265 - Full faith and credit given to protection 
orders 


U.S. Code Notes 


(a) Furt FartH Anp Crepit.— 
Any protection order issued that is consistent with subsection (b) of this section by 


the court of one State, Indian tribe, or territory (the issuing State, Indian tribe, or 
territory) shall be accorded full faith and credit by the court of another State, 
Indian tribe, or territory (the enforcing State, Indian tribe, or territory) and 
enforced by the court and law enforcement personnel of the other State, Indian 
tribal government or Territory™ as if it were the order of the enforcing State or 


tribe. 


(b) Protection Orver.—A protection order issued by a State, tribal, or territorial 
court is consistent with this subsection if— 
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(1) such court has jurisdiction over the parties and matter under the law of 
such State, Indian tribe, or territory; and 


(2) reasonable notice and opportunity to be heard is given to the person 
against whom the order is sought sufficient to protect that person's right to 
due process. In the case of ex parte orders, notice and opportunity to be heard 
must be provided within the time required by State, tribal, or territorial law, 
and in any event within a reasonable time after the order is issued, sufficient 
to protect the respondent's due process rights. 


(c) Cross or Counter Petition.—A protection order issued by a State, tribal, or 
territorial court against one who has petitioned, filed a complaint, or otherwise 
filed a written pleading for protection against abuse by a spouse or intimate 
partner is not entitled to full faith and credit if— 


(1) no cross or counter petition, complaint, or other written pleading was filed 
seeking such a protection order; or 


(2) a cross or counter petition has been filed and the court did not make 
specific findings that each party was entitled to such an order. 


(d) NOTIFICATION AND REGISTRATION.— 


(1) NotiFication.— 

A State, Indian tribe, or territory according full faith and credit to an order by a 
court of another State, Indian tribe, or territory shall not notify or require 
notification of the party against whom a protection order has been issued that 
the protection order has been registered or filed in that enforcing State, tribal, 
or territorial jurisdiction unless requested to do so by the party protected 
under such order. 


(2) No PRIOR REGISTRATION OR FILING AS PREREQUISITE FOR ENFORCEMENT.— 

Any protection order that is otherwise consistent with this section shall be 
accorded full faith and credit, notwithstanding failure to comply with any 
requirement that the order be registered or filed in the enforcing State, tribal, 
or territorial jurisdiction. 


would be ig to publicly reveal the identity or location of the party protected 
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anas One 
Johnson County Kansas District Court 5 hes or 
Judge Bamet 
CASE NO 24CV00369 ESCALANTE vs. BURMASTER 
Div/Judge M4/JOHN B MCENTEE 
Chapter 60D 
Nature PROTECTION FROM STALKING 
Status TERMINATED 


02/27/2024 FILE STAMP 02/27/2024, SHERIFF RETURN JO CO KS, ORDER SERVED 
CONFIDENTIAL POLICE DEPARTMENT 02/27/2024 E/S 
02/27/2024 ORDER ISSUED TO THE SHERIFF OF JO CO KS "CONFIDENTIAL 
POLICE DEPARTMENT" 
.02/27/2024 ORDER ISSUED TO THE SHERIFF OF JO CO KS "MATTHEW AARON 
ESCALANTE" 
02/27/2024 FILE STAMP 02/27/24, JUDGMENT OF DENIAL OF PROTECTION FROM 
STALKING 
02/26/2024 Changed Case Status: From: PENDING To: TERMINATED (DISMISSED) 
02/26/2024 <******* Bench Notes ******444> 
PLAINTIFF FAILS TO APPEAR. DEFENDANT APPEARS WITH 
ATTORNEY G. GOHEEN IN PERSON. PLAINTIFF FAILS TO APPEAR. 
DEFENDANT SWORN, TESTIFIES ALLEGATIONS NOT TRUE. 
JUDGMENT FOR DEFENDANT. REQUEST FOR $300 ATTORNEYS FEES 
GRANTED(RPTR: MCGUIRE)(JUDGE: SCOTT) 
02/26/2024 FILE STAMP 02/26/24, ORDER DENYING MOTIONS FOR 
CONTINUANCE 


02/26/2024 FILE STAMP 2/23/2024, MOTION FOR CONTINUANCE 

02/26/2024 FILE STAMP 2/23/2024, MOTION FOR CONTINUANCE ( MOTION TO 
CHANGE HEARING DATE) 

02/23/2024 FILE STAMP 2/23/2024, PLAINTIFF'S OBJECTION TO THE COURTS 
DENIAL OF CONTINUANCE AND DENIAL OF MOTION FOR CHANGE 
OF VENUE VIOLATES THE VAWA 18 USC 2265(B) WHICH THESE 
PROCEEDINGS ARE PURSUANT 

02/23/2024 FILE STAMP 02/23/24, ORDER DENYING MOTIONS TO CHANGE 
VENUE AND FOR CONTINUANCE 

02/23/2024 FILE STAMP 2/23/2024, MOTION FOR CONTINUANCE 

02/16/2024 FILE STAMP 2/16/2024, PLAINTIFF'S RESPONSE TO DEFENDANTS 
RESPONSIVE MOTION TO MOTION TO CHANGE VENUE 

02/16/2024 FILE STAMP 02/16/24, RESPONSE TO PLAINTIFF'S MOTION TO 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


I hereby certify that the Defendants Prejudice Affidavit was sent to the clerk of the district court and 
parties in the proceeding via electonic mail service and US MAIL on 4/15/24 to the following 


State Prosecutor - Bianca Finney 

150 W Santa Fe St -3rd floor DA office 
Olathe KS 66061 
bianca.finney@jocogov.org 


al@harrisassoclaw.com 
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